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In consenting to have the following letters go before the 
public in a form more permanent than that in which they first 
appeared, I feel that I should make a few words of explanation 
and apology. 'No one could be more astonished than myself to 
hear that any one, on either side of the controversy, should attach 
80 much importance to these letters as to think of publishing 
them in pamphlet form. Without any right to assume that the 
controversy was closed, Rev. Mr. Bland, or his friends, announced 
and issued the pamphlet, omitting, however, the last two letters. 
That Rev. Mr. Bland or his friends published the first pamphlet 
is shown by the corrections made in^his letters as well as by the 
introduction to the pamphlet; The errors which appeared in mine 
are in this way allowed to go uncorrected.. It was hardly fair on 
the part of Rev. Mr. Bland not to have allowed an opportunity 
for such corrections. It appears to me equally unfair for him . 
to have issued the pamphlet without the last two letters. To 
supply these defects and to put the whole correspondence before 
the public I have consented to the publication of these letters, 
adding such explanatory notes as seem necessary or useful. 

So far as my own letters are concerned I wish to disclaim the 
least idea of attaching any importance or special value to them. 
What I have tried to say in these has been a thousand times 
better said by others. From these I have simply tried, in a very 
feeble way, to take such thoughts and facts as would serve an 
occasion entirely unforeseen and unsought. What I regret most 
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is the fact that this task did not happen to fall to the lot of some 
one of my reverend brethren in every way better fitted to do 
justice to the subjects discussed. The occasion of this contro- 
versy will appear from reading some extracts given below from Rev. 
Mr. Bland's published sermons. A volume, however, might be 
filled with such extracts. Oh my part, this controversy had its 
origin in a strong aversion to whatever is calculated to sow dis- 
cord, hatred, and disunion among fellow-citizens, and in a sincere 
desire to do something towards helping my Protestant country- 
men, who have often placed me under many and great obligations, 
to know better the faith and religion of their Catholic fellow- 
citizens. I have great confidence that such knowledge, more 
than anything else, will beget and foster that mutual respect, 
love, and esteem so necessary to the peace of the community ^nd 
the consequent prosperity of the nation. 

Some one may object that this controversy is inconsistent with 
the object in view. Not at all. Attempts have been made, and 
are now being made every day, to place Catholics, on account 
of their religion, in a most odious light before the community, 
and to make it appear that strict and conscientious Catholics 
cannot be loyal to the laws and institutions of our country. 
Allow this error to spread and poi&on the minds of the masses, 
and who will be able to control it, or keep it from running riot, 
ai? in 1853 and 1854, to the destruction of life and property, and 
to the disgrace of humanity. The only effectual antidote against 
this possible state of things is to be found in a correct knowledge 
of Catholics and Catholic doctrines. 

Let the people, by every possible means, know the truth, and 
the "truth shall make them free," — free from error, free from 
passion, from injustice, from the tyranny of prejudice, from the 
power of demagogues. In my humble way I have tried to make 
the truth, on one point at least, known^ To do this has been my 
sole motive in this controversy. I have studiously avoided 
attacking or giving needless offence to Protestants ; to put the 
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truth in its strongest and most favorable light before the com- 
munity has been my single aim. 

John O'Brien, Fastor St. JohvCa Church. 
East Cambbidgb, Mass., February. 



Extract From Rev. Mr. Bland's Sermon^ Preached Sunday 

Evening J Jan. 11. 

He pointed out the danger of the Republic ; here he gives one 
of the remedies : 

"My friends, we have had a civil war. No man wants a 
religious war. If you would crush a serpent, crush it in the egg ; 
crush it before the fangs are all around you and you have to strug- 
gle for very life. We can crush this thing in the egg now, with 
perfect ease. But it is growing. Half a century ago the Catholics 
of the United States in numbers were hardly worth consideration. 
To-day they number over six millions." 

Catholicity is this serpent that is growing and threatening the 
life of the nation. Rev. Mr. Bland calls for help to crush it ; but 
in his letter of Feb. 2, he says that I falsely accuse him of making 
this suggestion. 

Sunday, Jan. 4, he speaks of me by name as " one of ten thou- 
sand puppets scattered over the land, who, from Cardinal and 
Archbishop downwards, simply move as the strings are pulled at 
Rome." — J. O'B. 



[From The Boston Hbbald, Jan. 5, 1880.] 

THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 

THE ROAAN catholic, THE •PROTESTANT,' AND THE AMER- 
ICAN IDEAS OF EDUCATION.— A SERMON BY REV. J. P. 
BLAND, OF CAMBRIDGE. 

Rev. J. *P. Bland delivered last evening, at the Lee-Street Uni- 
tarian Church, Cambridge, a sermon on ''The Public School 
Question." He said : The fundamental ideas of the Catholic 
Church upon the school and kindred questions, are three: 1. That 
the claims of the church are superior to those of the state ; 2. That 
the church has the right to control and direct the education, both 
religious and secular, of any people where it exists : 3. That it 
cannot, therefore, tolerate the existence of any religion or system 
of education other than its own, if it is in its power to prevent it. 
The three fundamental ideas of the American state, exactly the 
opposite of these, were: 1. The superiority of the state over the 
church ; * 2. The right and duty of the state to educate its people ; 
3. The inalienable right of every citizen to worship according to 
the dictates of his conscience. What the Catholics really waQ;t 
and claim is the entire control of the education of our people, 
though, of course, they do not yet ask for it. Their first demand 
was for the abolition of religious exercises in our public schools. 
Their second demand was that they should be permitted to use 
their own religious exercises in our schools or be exempted from 
paying the school tax. Their third demand is for the division of 
the public-school money. Their fourth demand — if they^ get bold 
enough to make it — will be what they really want — the entire 
control of public education. The Protestant idea of education is 
that, along with the secular education of our children, there should 
be some religious education given of a distinctively Protestant or 
Christian character. The American idea is that the public schools 
and the education of our children belong primarily to the State. 
It is also that this education should be purely secular and unmixed 
with anything sectarian of any kind ; but permeated with these 
everlasting principles of purity, truth, honor, and interest, that 

* This is not the American, but the English, idea, ivnd hence the Queen is 
head of the church. — J. O'B. 
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are the foundation of all that is most worthy and enduring, both 
in public and in private life. The Catholic idea we cannot enter- 
tain.' "We cannot allow any division of our public-school money 
for sectarian or denominational purposes of any kind. If jWe grant 
it to the Catholics, th^re is no reason why we should not also grant 
it to any other religious denomination. The Protestant idea, also, 
we shall have to give up. We have no more right in our public 
schools to insist on giving Catholics and others our special relig- 
ious teaching than they have to insist on giving us theirs. The 
public schools are primarily for secular and not religious purposes, 
and they must be kept so. The American idea teaches the means, 
then, and is the only solution of the problem. Last Monday eve- 
ning, one of the members of our school committee askefd ox sug- 
gested a division * of our public-school money. This gentleman 
was elected a member of that committee upon the supposition that 
he held altogether different views upon this subject. ,So his friends 
stated, and so, I am Informed, he stated himself. What is the 
cause of this apparently sudden change? And what is' it that 
makes the whole attitude of the Catholic Church, on this and sim- 
ilar questions, so offensive to us as American citizens ? It is the 
fact that this man, and such as he, as priests, have no opinions, f 
They are not allowed to have any ; they are simplj" officers in a 
foreign arm}^ which has come and encamped in our midst, and has 
begun to attack our rights, liberties, and civilization on everj^ side. 
As such, the3' have no opinions ; they have simply orders. They 
wear the uniform of Rome^ and must obey her (Commands or be 
dismissed from her service ; and, as Archbishop Williams said in 
Boston, three years ago, " The pulse of Rome, through the tel- 
egraph and the press, beats daily among us, as though it were our 
own city." On the 29th of September, 1876, President Grant, at 
the reunion of the Army of the Tennessee, made a speech in which 
occurs the following, timely words : — 

'* Encourage free schools, and resolve that not one dollar apportioned to 

them shall be applied to the support of any sectarian schools. If we are to 

have another national contest, I predict that the dividing line will not be 

•Mason and Dixon's, but between Protestantism and intelligence on the one 

side, and superstition and ignorance on the other." 

* By a division of the public-school money is, I suppose, usually under- 
stood some plan whereby cities or towns ishould hand over, every year, to the 
Catholic priest a certain amount of money to support his school. I advo- 
cated before the School Board no such division. My plan neither contem- 
plates nor requires such division. Under the plan which I suggested the 
school fund would remain in the same hands, and be disbursed by the same 
authority as at present. Cities and towns would continue' to exercise the 
same authority as now over the schools. They would ascertain the compe- 
tency of teachers, supervise the schools, and see that the work of the schools 
are kept up to the proper standard. The only change recommended consists 
simply in the addition of one more text-book, and a teacher fit to teach it. 
—J. O'B. 

t It would be interesting to know the reverend gentleman's opinion to- 
day, on this point. — J. O'B. 



These words were prophetic. The contest has alread}' begun. 
Some time ago the first shot was fired in our midst by an ambitious 
and injudicious priest, and of his own accord. The second was 
fired in Boston on the 19th of last November, b}^ Archbishop Wil- 
liams, and under orders from Rome. The third was fired by 
another priest, at a meeting of our school committee last Monday 
evening. So the contest has really begun.* Now, when or how 
this contest will end — whether it will be long or short, bloody ^ 
or bloodless — no man can tell. But when it is over, one more 
question given in the providence of God, to be met and dealt with 
on this western continent, will have been settled. And it will then 
be seen that the Roman Catholic Church, as an aggressive and dis- 
turbing force, has forever disappeared from the United States of 
America. The preacher argued that there should be an amend- 
ment to our national Constitution, giving to the State the manage- 
ment and control of the education of its citizens, and forbidding 
an}' division of the public-school fund for religious or sectarian 
purposes. 



[From The Boston Hbbald, Jan. 6, 1880.1 

OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 

A PEW THOUGHTS SUGGESTED BY REV. MR. BLAND'S LECTURE 
AND HIS CRITICISM ON THE POSITION OF CATHOLICS. 

To the Editor of the Herald: — It is certainly' a sad spectacle to 
see a minister of the gospel of Jesus Christ — that gospel of peace 
and good-will among men — doing or sa^ntig anything calculated 
to stir up strife and ill-will among men. This is the first thought 
brought to my mind by the reading in your paper, this morning, 
of a synopsis of Rev. Mr! Bland's lecture in Cambridge last eve- 
ning. It occurs to me that the reverend gentleman in this lecture 
sins against two, at least, very important and fundamental truths 
— one a gospel, the other a political truth. " By this," saj's the 
Divine Master, '^ shall men know that 3'ou are my disciples, if \'ou 
love one another." Here, then, we have, from the lips of God 
Himself, the distinguishing characteristic of the disciples of the 
gospel — love. Not a mere love of relatives, friends, fellow- 
citizens, co-religionists, but a love like God's love — love for man. 
When this love has once possession of our soul we cannot or will 
not judge rashly, or misrepresent the object of our love — our 
fellow-man. 

That Rev. Mr. Bland is guilty of rash judgment and misrepre- 

• t 

* It is a crime against the peace of the community, as well as an insult to 
the intelligence of American citizens, to hint at this ** bloody *' solution of 
a question so simple. — J. 0*B. 
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sentation in his statement of the position of Catholics, and my 
own in particular, on the school and other questions, and, there- 
fore, guilty of violating the fundamental law of the gospel, the 
following quotations from his lecture will abundantly prove : '* The 
fundamental ideas of the Catholic Chnrch upon the school and kin- 
dred questions are three : First, that the claims of the church are 
superior to those of tfie state ; second, that the church has the right 
to control and direct the education, both religious and secular, of 
any people where it exists ; third, that it cannot, therefore, tolerate 
the existence of any religion or system of education other than its 
own, if it is in its power to prevent it." 

Not one of these statements does justice to Catholics, because 
none states their position accurately. In each one is contained a 
modicum of truth, and a good deal of error, expressed or implied, 
suggestive, even, of stale calumnies. In opposition to these 
assumed positions of Catholics, he gives the three fundamental 
ideas, from his standpoint, of the American state. Here, again, 
in each one of these statements, he does Catholics an injustice, 
but especially in the third, where, by implication, he repeats the 
old error, a thousand times refuted, that Catholics would denj' or 
abridge the right of every citizen to worship God according to the 
dictates of his conscience. So far is this from the truth, that 
Catholics believe that the worship which is not the dictate of 
each individual conscience is a crime, and, therefore, no worship 
at all. 

I say that the reverend gentleman also sins against a flinda- 
mental political truth. That every citizen, regardless of his 
religion, is equal before the law, with equal rights and duties, I 
have always been told is a truth that lies at the very foundation 
of our government. Any man who attacks this principle is a 
danger and a menace to our government. Does not Rev. Mr. 
JBland attack it when, a'S in this lecture, he makes a distinction 
between Americans and Catholics, lea'^ing us to suppose that 
Americans cannot be Catholics, and arousing the suspicion of dis- 
doyalty against a very large class of his fellow-citizens, who, 
though in religion Catholic, are, by their birth or their own free' 
•choice, Americans, ever ready to make for their country every 
sacrifice that an intense and sincere love may demand? As dis- 
io3^alty to one's countrj^ is a great crime, so the man who makes 
such a charge, not simply against one or two, but against millions 
of his fellow-cttizens, should be prepared to furnish his proofs, or, 
failing in this, to receive the penalty due the lying witness. He 
tells the public that ^' priests are simply the officers in a foreign 
;army, which has come and evcamped in our midst, and has begun 
to attack our rights, liberties, and civilization on every side." 
What does .the reverend gentleman mean by this, if not that his 
(Catholic fellow-citizens make up a foreign army, officered b}"* their 
priests and already attacking the institutions of the country ? Is 
it possible that ^he or any sane man can believe this to be true ? 
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What is there in the history of Catholics in the United States to 
justify a charge of disloyalty? Can he call to mind any time 
when the life of the nation was in danger and his Catholic fellow- 
citizens failed to come promptly and patrioticallj'^ to the rescue ? 
If he cannot, he makes a groundless charge, and, in making it, he 
seeks to sow the seeds of hatred, of discord, of disunion among 
fellow-citizens, and, therefore, of that weakness and decay that 
precede final destruction. Thus, Rev. Mr. Bland, in denying the 
loyalty of his Catholic fellow-citizens on account of their religious 
creed, sins against the fundamental principle of our government, 
which knows neither Protestant nor Catholic, the foundations of 
which were cemented b}' the blood of Protestants and Catholics 
alike. Kev. Mr. Bland should know that Catholics are no foreign- 
ers here, but that they have been part and parcel of this country 
from the beginning ; that they propose to remain here, contribut- 
ing what they can to the peace and prosperity 6f the nation, and 
that they will yield to no man, or set of men, in their love and 
devotion to what thej' consider the best government in the world 
to-day. They are ready now, as always, to defend this govern- 
ment, even with their blood, against all enemies, native or foreign. 
Should this country be at war to-morrow with any Catholic na- 
tion, Catholic Americans will be found as loyal to their country 
as their Protestant fellow-citizens. Should the Holy Father Leo 
XIII., to suppose an impossible thing, lead an arm}'^ against the 
United States, Catholic Americans would oppose him as loyally as 
if they were fighting the Queen of Great Britain. Rev. Mr. Bland 
cannot probably understand this, as he appears to be unable to 
distinguish between spiritual and political allegiance. I cannot 
believe that the Rev. Mr. Bland is a graduate of our public schools, 
about which he says so many meaningless things, or he would show 
himself acquainted with certain elementary truths known to every 
one. I respect the public schools too much to hold them respon- 
sible for Rev. Mr. Bland's apparent want of knowledge. 

The reverend gentleman says that I asked or suggested, in the 
school board, a division of the school fund for sectarian purposes. 
He is again mistaken. I neither asked nor suggested such a divis- 
ion, for I do not think any such division necessary. But I did 
hint at some improvements which, in my opinion, ought to be 
introduced into our present very good, but far from perfect, system 
of education. On the possibilitj^ of thus improving our schools I 
never held two opinions, as the reverend gentleman courteously 
charges. If any person thought me so wedded to our present 
plan of education that I believed it incapable of improvement, I 
am not responsible by word or deed for his mistake. Any one 
who calls in question my loyalty for wishing to introduce such 
improvements as my reason may suggest as necessary or beneficial 
denies me the inalienable right of an American citizen, and when 
such a one appeals to ignorance, passion, and prejudice, to raise 
np a barrier between me and my rights, he proves himself unfit to 
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enjoy the libert3'^ which he would deny me, who am no stranger 
here, on his or any man's sufferance, but an American citizen. 

Very respectfully, yours, 

John O'Brien, Pastor of St. John^s Church, 

East Cambridge. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 7, 1880.] 

OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 

REV. MR. BLAND'S REPLY TO REV. JOHN O'BRIEN. 

To the Editor of the Herald: — In your issue of Tuesday there 
is a letter from Rev. John O'Brien, containing some criticisms on 
my lectiire of last Sunday evening, to which I must beg the favor 
of a reply. In that lecture, as reported in your Monday's issue, 
occur the following statements : " The funclamental ideas of the 
Roman Catholic Church upon the school and kindred questions are 
three : First, that the claims of the church are superior to those 
of the state ; second, that the church has the right to control and 
direct the education, both religious and secular, of any people 
where it exists ; third, that it cannot, therefore, tolerate the exist- 
ence of any religion or sj'stem of education other than its own, if 
in its power to prevent it." The reverend gentleman has attacked 
the truth of these three propositions, and particularly of the last one, 
and strongly affirms, in opposition thereto, that his church would 
not " deny or abridge the right of every citizen to worship God 
according to the dictates of his own conscience." Now, it seems 
hardly possible that an}' priest of the Roman Catholic Church can 
be so unacquainted with its fundamental principles as to seriously 
make the above statements. You will, therefore, please permit 
me, very^ briefly, to prove the correctness of what I stated to be 
the fundamental principles of the church on the questions referred 
to. These propositions the reverend gentleman will find authorita- 
tively stated, among other places, in the Papal Syllabus of March 
18, 1861, and in the Papal Encyclical of December 8, 1864. I 
beg also to inform him that attempts, in part successful, to prac- 
tically enforce these propositions against the several governments 
hereafter mentioned occurred as follows : On the 22d of January, 
1855, against the government of Piedmont. On the 22d of June, 
1862, in an allocution by the Pope against the government of 
Austria, on account of certain liberal laws having been passed 
|)y that government, granting its citizens their simple and natural 
tights of freedom of opinion, a free press, and the right of private 
judgment in matters of religion and education. All these things 
the Catholic Church, at the time and in the manner above men-« 
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tioned, denounced as '* abominable laws/' and declared them con- 
trary to the authorit}' of the state, to be " totally void and without 
all force whatsoever." ♦ 

And again, on the 17th of September, 1863, the Pope issued an 
encyclical letter, denouncing, among other things, a law recently 
passed there, giving greater freedom of worship, and declared it 
to be wholly null and void. In September, 1876, the Catholic 
Church, through its nuncio at Madrid, demanded of the Spanish 
government, first, the suppression of religious liberty ; second, 
the suppression of both public and private education, together 
with the suppression of heretical teaching ; and thirdly, the help 
of the secular power to enforce these claims. On the 2 2d of 
April, 1863, Pope Pius IX. concluded a concordat with the 
Republic of Ecuador, the first article of which reads as follows : 
*' The apostolic and Roman Catholic religion shall continue to be 
the religion of the Republic of Ecuador. Consequently, there 
will not lo^ permitted in the republic the exercise of anj'' religion 
nor the existence of any society which the church has con- 
demned." t And finally, to give but one of many similar, though 
unofficial, statements of the same claim made here, we take the 
following from a Catholic paper published in St. Louis : *' As soon 
as the Catholics here have obtained a sufficient majority, religious 
freedom in the United States will have an end." Now the above offi- 
cial and authoritative declarations of the church upon the questions 
he has raised settle them beyond all further possible controversy ; 
and whatever the individual opinion of the reverend gentlemin 
may be upon questions pertaining to civil and religious liberty, 
there can be no doubt as to those of his church, it granting neither 
when in its power to prevent them ; and when it has that power, 
expressly stipulating that they shall not exist, and even to-day. 
resorting to persecution to crush them. It to-day claims superi- 
ority over the state, claims the sole control of religious and secular 
education, and does not recognize nor practise the principle of 
religious toleration, as the above-mentioned cases superabundantly 
prove. 

The second statement of the reverend gentleman, that he never 
asked nor suggested any division of our public-school mone}', is 

* These words are copied from Gladstone's *' Rome and Newest Fashions 
in Religion," p. 64. —J. O'B. 

t Not having this concordat, I am not able to determine the fidelity of 
this pretended quotation. For other reasons, however, I feel confident that 
the quotation is not genuine. In the American Cyclopedia, page 398, 
Article Ecuador, this concordat is mentioned. Among other comments 
on this document are the following: '* It restricted the toleration of creeds 
hitherto enjoyed." But so unpopular was it that *' the President was 
forced to revise and modify the measure." At most the question here was 
one of restricting, not prohibiting, other religions, as alleged in the text. It 
is also plain that toleration had hitherto existed, and that the obnoxious 
measure was immediately modified. This quotation from a Protestant 
autJhority does not bear out Rev. Mr. Bland's assertion. — J. O'B. 
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palpably contrary to the truth, as the following verbatim copy of 
what he said to oar school committee will prove : '' There is no 
good reason, in my opinion, why the city of Cambridge may not 
to-day grant the reasonable demands of Catholics and of many 
Protestants in this matter. It would then give some of its schools 
to Catholics, pay teachers of ascertained ability to teach these 
schools," etc. This language has but one meaning. It means, 
Catholic schools, supported by the public-school money. 

In conclusion, will this gentleman permit me to remind him that 
nothing is to be gained in this discussion by false insinuations, or 
by acrimony of any kind, and that his slur at me, as one who has 
not probably had the benefits of eyen a common public-school educa- 
tion, needs no reply from one who is a B. D. of Harvard University, 
and who, in the year of his graduation, stood alone in obtaining 
that honor. 

John P. Bland, Cambridge. 



[From The Boston Hbbaij>, Jan. 8, 1880.] 

A SINGLE ADMONITION TO EEV. MR. BLAND; 



To the Editor of the Herald: — While awaiting the "reply" 
which Rev. Mr. Bland promises in your issue of to-day to make to 
my criticism of his lecture, I beg most respectfullj' to ask him to 
make the balance of his reply more to the point than the instal- 
ment with which he has already favored us. The reverend gentle- 
man quotes me correctly : " The Catholic Church does not deny or 
abridge the right of every citizen to worship God according to the 
dictates of his own conscience,^ and he adds : " It seems hardly 
possible that any priest of the Roman Catholic Church can be so 
unacquainted with its fundamental principles as to seriously make 
the above statements.*' He immediately quotes a formidable 
array of syllabuses, enc3dicals, allocutions, and concordats to 
prove that he is better acquainted than I with the fundamental 
principles of the Catholic Church ; but yet I am of the opinion, 
from some knowledge of most of these documents, which now lie 
before me, that they have no reference to the above statement ; 
least of all, can they be quoted to disprove it. To rightly inter- 
pret these documents, it may be necessary to show the causes that 
called them forth, the local questions or difficulties they were intended 
to meet, but, above all, to know certain theological first principles 
with which they must agree, and without the knowledge of which 
Rev. Mr. Bland would be very likely to misunderstand them. It 
is always possible to misunderstand documents of a nature so 
complicated, dealing with countries, questions, and issues, with 
which we are slightly acquainted, and hence Rev. Mr. Bland is 
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not to be blamed so very much if he got a little tangled in trying 
to make his way through those papal bulls. But, fortunately for 
him, he will meet no such di Acuities in his way when, in the next 
instalment of his " reply," he will tell us how " priests are simply 
officers in a foreign arm}', which has come and encamped in our 
midst, and has begun to attack our rights, liberties, and civiliza- 
tion on every side." It is alwa3*s so much easier, you know, to 
discuss home affairs, with which people generallj^ are acquainted, 
than to go into the wilds of Ecuador or the mountains of Spain. 
NoWt Rev. Mr. Bland, do please tell us something about that 
" army." 

I may as well repeat and insist now as at any time, that I want 
no division of eur public-school fund, and that the paying of 
Catholic teachers does not require, in my opinion, any such divis- 
ion. Indeed, the city of Cambridge is to-day paying many Cath- 
olic teachers, and j'et even Rev. Mr. Bland would not claim, I 
presume, that the school fund has, in consequence of this fact, 
been already divided. 

John O'Brien, Pastor of St. John's Church, 

East Cambridge, Jan. 7. 



[From The Boston H^bald, Jan. 26, 1880.] 

CATHOLIC DOCTRINES. ^ 

FATHER O'BRIEN'S REJOINDER TO REV. MR. BLAND. 

DOCTRINE OP THE CHURCH ON RIGHTS OF CONSCIENCE.— 
THE RANGE OF ITS* SPIRITUAL TEACHINGS. 

To the Editor of the Herald : — In your issue of the 8th instant, 
appeared a note from me on Rev. Mr. Bland's answer to my criticism 
of his lecture against Catholics. This note was intended merely to 
call the reverend gentleman's attention to this passage, the main 
point criticised : " They (priests) are simply officers in a foreign 
army, which has come and encamped in oiir midst, and has begun 
to attack our rights, liberties, and civilization on ever}' side," and 
to ask an explanation of the charge. At the same time I reminded 
him that his alleged proofs to sustain his accusation against the 
church on the matter of liberty of conscience were not to the 
point. He has thought fit to ignore both these points, though he 
has lectured on the subject since. Lest his assertions should pass 
for proofs with the public, I beg that you will kindly allow me 
further space to examine more in detail some of his misrepresenta- 
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tions. I cannot hope to state, much less to correct, in a news- 
paper article, all his^ mistakes. First, in regard to the Catholic 
doctrine on the rights of conscience ; and here it is well to 
remember that the question to be determined is one of fact, — 
what the doctrine of the church on this matter is. The reverend 
gentleman insists that he states . it correctly, and I, incorrectl}'. 
Let us see. St. Thomas Aquinas defines conscience to be '' the 
practical judgment or dictate of reason, by which we judge what, 
here and now, is to be done as being good, or to be avoided as 
evil." What are the rights of conscience thus understood ? What 
can I do to show that these rights are held sacred in the (iliurch ? 
Simply to place before 3'our readers the teachings of Catholic 
theologians, canonists, and of the church itself. " The divine 
law," says Cardinal Gousset, *' is the supreme rule of actions. 
Our thoughts, desires, words, acts, all that man is, is subject to 
the domain of the law of God, and this law is the rule of our 
conduct by means of our conscience. Hence, it is never lawful to 
go against our, conscience." — Gousset, Theol. Moral., t. 1, p. 24. 
The theologians known as the Salmanticenses of Salamanca, of 
ver3'^ great authority in the church, teach that conscience is always 
to be followed, and they refer to St. Thomas, St. Bonaventure, 
Caietan, Yasquez, Durandus, and seventeen other theologians, as 
teaching the same doctrine. Busenbaum, a Jesuit, and a theolo- 
gian of great weight, writes : " A heretic, as long as he judges his 
sect to be more or equally deserving of belief, has no obligation to 
believe in the church." And again : " When men who have been 
brought up ii) heresy are persuaded from boyhood that we impugn 
and attack the Word of God, that we Are idolaters, pestilent de- 
ceivers, and, therefore, are to be shunned as pestilences, they 
cannot, while this persuasion lasts, with a safe conscience, hear 
us." — T. 1, p. 54. To pass over many more to the same effect, I 
shall quote one other authorit}^ as the Pope is mentioned b}'^ name. 
Cardinal Jacobatius, in his work ©n councils, sa3's : '* If it were 
doubtful whether a precept of the Pope be a sin or not, we must 
determine thus j ' That if he to whom the precept is addressed has 
a conscientious sense that it is a sin and injustice, first, it is his duty 
to put off that sense ; but, if he cannot, nor conform himself to 
the judgment of the Pope, in that case it is his duty to follow his 
own private conscience.*" — Lib. iv. p. 241. But all these theolo- 
gians and canonists, and hundreds besides, only re-echo what the 
highest authorit}'' in the church determined centuries ago. The 
fourth Lateran council teaches thus : ^^ He who acts against his 
conscience loses his soul." 

Is further proof required to show that the rights of conscience 
are recognized and held sacred in the church? In asserting this 
to be the doctrine of the church and its theologians, am I not 
upheld by the above proofs, and is not Rev. Mr. Bland proved to 
be in error? The reverend gentleman told us that he was aston- 
ished at my statement of Catholic doctrine on the rights of con- 
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science. Well he might be, for, although a B. D^, he learns now, 
for the first time, in all probability^, the real truth of this doctrine. 
Hitherto, he has studied the counterfeit ; now he may contemplate 
the genuine. The rights of conscience in the Catholic Church are 
inviolable. In the words of one of the most eminent men of this 
generation : " Conscience is the aboriginal vicar of Christ, a 
prophet in its informations, a monarch in its peremptoriness, a 
priest in its blessings and anathemas ; and, even though the 
eternal priesthood throughout the church could cease to be, in it 
the sacerdotal principle would remain and have its swaj'." 

Conscience, however, must not be confounded with self-will. It 
is at this point, I fear, that Rev. Mr. Bland becomes mixed up, 
and so confused as to be deaf to the chidings of conscience, which 
repudiates the claims he makes in her sacred name. The rights of 
conscience must harmonize with the rights of the Creator. Con- 
science has rights because it has duties. It has duties to God 
and to the laws implanted by God in man's soul, and to that rev- 
elation which, supplementing and perfecting the law of nature, is 
man's most precious treasure, the light of his mind, the strength of 
his will, a wise monitor, an unerring guide. It is an indignity done 
to conscience to claim in its name the right to think, to say, to do 
whatever one pleases, regardless of all law. All Christians, at 
least, will acknowledge that the rights of conscience may not 
trench on the rights of God. This is Catholic doctrine. No room 
here, surely, for disagreement. • 

But does not Rev. Mr. Bland prove by reference to the syllabus, 
encyclicals, and other documents, that the church invariably seeks 
to crush conscience, and rob it of its rights? First, it is not likel}'' 
that the church would contradict in her practice the doctrine which, 
as we have seen above, she teaches. Next, it is a pity that the 
reverend gentleman, instead of merelj^ referring to these documents, 
did not give us the exact words on which he relies for his proofs. 

It is easy to make allusions to supposed evidence ; it is another 
thing, however, to present the evidence, show its relevancy to his 
case, and thus bring conviction to our minds. We have a right to 
have the facts presented to us, the words of those documents, and 
then to know that they apply to the point in dispute, and not to 
something entirely different. Again, I insist on this, because, for 
reasons that will appear immediateh', I believe that the gentleman 
never read those documents, or, if he did, that he does not under- 
stand them. His numerous mistakes in his references force me to 
this conclusion. He says that the syllabus was published March 
18, 1861, whereas it was published Dec. 8, 1864. He refers me to 
an allocution of Jan. 22, 1855, and not one word relating to our 
subject can be found in the document. He alludes to an allocution, 
June 22, 1862, against Austria, and no such document exists. He 
sends me hunting up an encyclical, Sept. 17, 1863, also against 
Austria, and there is no such document. These things, however, 
are but trifles, and unworthy of attention, did they not arouse the 
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^ suspicion that his knowledge of these documents may be second- 
^ hand, and, therefore, unreliable. The encyclical of Dec. 8, 1864, 
and the syllabus published with it, are genuine documents ; but, as 
they treat of a great many, and a great variety of subjects, I am 
not filing to do what the reverend gentleman himself should have 
done, hunt up some passage which may have the appearance of 
sustaining his position. Besides, I know that there is no sucli 
passage ; but I will do the reverend gentleman the justice to say 
that I sincerel}^ believe that he would approve, not condemn, these 
documents, had he mastered their true meaning. Indeed, the more 
I learn of him, the more I am convinced that he is, at heart, a 
good CathQlic* In his seimon, as reported in the Cambridge Neios 
of Jan. 17, he q,nnounces to the world his mission in these words : 
" I must speak the truth with absolute fearlessness." These are 
bold, manly, noble words, worthy of a Thomas More, a Darbois, or 
a Pius IX. ; nor should we lose our tempers, though we mast lose 
a little of our admiration, at the miserable use which he makes in 
this same discourse, of iiis lofty mission, when he tells us that we 
are ignorant and superstitious, and that we should be crushed, even 
as venomous serpents. In the exercise of his " fearlessness," the 
reverend gentleman slightl}' errs ; but, as the Catholic Church 
teaches tolerance, all good Catholics should treat the gentleman 
with all kindness and patience, especially as we learn from the 
church that all men are brothers, having the same f'ather, the same 
Redeemer, and that all are destined for the same heaven. It is 
by acting thus that Catholics will show the reverend gentleman 
the great difference between the loud profession and the consistent 
practice of tolerance. Just as he claims exclusive possession of 
the rights of conscience, so he would have us believe that he holds 
a monopoly of the virtue of tolerance. Let us examine, and this 
examination may throw light on the nature of his claims, and, at 
the same time, remove some obstacles to the proper understanding 
of those papal documents. 

A person may be said to be tolerant when he is disposed to 
bear, without irritation, or opposition, opinions opposed to his own. 
Toleration does not, then, require the sacrifice of our own opinions, 
or the denial of the truth ; much less does it require us to say that 
there is no difference between truth and error. But the man who 
(flies into a passion at those who do not agree with him, who reviles 
them, who insists that they are ignorant and superstitious, that the^'' 
have no mind of their own, mere slaves, the pliant tools of tyrants, 
hating their fellow-men, and conspiring to destroy all that is good, 
all that is true, all that is holy, and who seeks to stir up hatred and 
opposition to them, who appeals to brute force to crush them, and 
hints, in unmistakable terms, that their blood alone can wash out 



* This was said in the belief that the reverend gentleman erred through 
ignorance, and that he might be willing to learn the truth ; his subsequent 
letters, however, show that I was mistaken. — J. O'B. 
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their supposed crime, — this man surel}' is intolerant, a bigot. The 
Pope, as the depository and guardian of Divine revelation, and, con- 
sequently, of truth, condeijnns this intolerant man, and surely Rev. 
Mr. Bland, " who must speak the truth with absolute fearlessness," 
will join heartily in a condemnation so just. One obstacle to the 
proper understanding of the syllabus removed ; for, be it understood, 
it is intolerance, not tolerance, which the church condemns. But does 
not the church condemn governments and persons who teach that 
all religions are equally true, equally good, and entitled to equal 
recognition and protection from the state? And, still worse, does 
she not teach that every one who does not belong to her church must 
go to hell? The church does certainly teach that all religions can- 
not be equally true. But this is not intolerance. Let us illustrate 
this point. Rev. Mr, Bland, a Unitarian, would consider it the 
crime of idolatry to give Divine worship to Christ,' who, in his 
belief, is a mere creature ; and I, a Catholic, would consider it the 
greatest possible sin to refuse Christ Divine worship, as I know 
Christ to be God. To sa}^ that we both have the truth on this 
matter would be as absurd as to say that a thing can be and not 
be at the same time. Rev. Mr. Bland will surely agree with me in 
saj'ing that only one of two contradictory i^ropositions can be true. 
Neither of us can be charged with intolerance for his loyalty to the 
truth as each apprehends it ; we are open to this charge only when 
we attack each other because of this loyalty. It is not a proper 
function of government to settle these questions ; hence, every 
such attempt is condemned by the church as an act of usurpation. 
The Catholic doctrine on the relation of the church and the state 
may be briefly stated in this way : Both the church and the state 
are supreme and independent of each other in the sphere proper to 
each. The authority of both comes from God — to the church 
directly, to the state indirectly — through the medium of the peo- 
ple. The church received its authority in the persons of the 
apostles, from Christ, in these ever-memorable words : *' As the 
Father sent me, so also I send 3'ou ; go, therefore, and teach all 
nations." The authority of the state is implied in* man's nature, 
the work of God, which shows man to be a social being, and 
therefore destined to live in societ}'. The object of the civil 
power is the temporal interests of the people ; that of the church, 
their spiritual and eternal interests. The church holds that these 
two powers, emanating from the same source, and having in view 
the same object, the interests of the people, were intended by their 
Divine Author to work together in harmonj^, as twin sisters, one 
supporting the other. To the mind of the church, this is the ideal 
of the perfect society ; but she willingly accommodates herself to 
every form of government, and teaches those who ficknowledge her 
authority to pay lo^'-al obedience, as a duty of conscience, to the 
constituted authorities, be these Catholic, Protestant, or Pagan. 
She teaches that, in countries whose citizens belong to different 
religions, the state may and ought to tolerate and protect each in 
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their respective rights. All theologians agree in this : " That any 
liberties granted by law or treaty to other religious communions 
are always to be observed." See on Jhis matter, Devoti, Instit. 
Jur. Can. t. iv. 6 ; Layman, Theol. Moral, ii. 3, 12. 

Yet Rev. Mr. Bland says that, should Catholics ever be in the 
ascendant in this country, they would persecute Protestants and 
put an end to religious liberty ; and, in confirmation of this, he 
quotes, as maintaining this view, a Catholic paper of St. Louis. 
It is impossible for me to believe, without undoubted proof, that 
any Catholic could be so ignorant and wicked as to make such an 
assertion. Besides, we have some reason to mistrust the reverend 
gentleman's references. However that may be, here is something 
from the Civilta Cattolica, published in Rome, and the semi- 
official organ of the Pope, more to the point : '* When this has 
happened," — speaking of liberty of worship once in existence 
and sanctioned b^^ law, — " no one can doubt that Catholics, as a 
body, and governments, and all spiritual or civil authorities, are 
bound to respect this right." — Civilta Cattolica, 1864, ser. v. vol. 
X. p. 546. But it is further objected that the church has, again 
and again, condemned those who, in different countries of Europe, 
have been battling for the rights of man under the banner of free- 
dom and the rights of conscience. True. But these same men, 
should they attempt to reduce to practice their principles and 
measures in Massachusetts, would be sent to the state prison. 
These men, in the name of libert}' of conscience, confiscate church 
property, imprison bishops and priests, or dictate to them when, 
where, and how they shall exercise their ministerial duties ; they 
insist on treating the church as a department of civil government, 
subject in every thing and every respect to civil authority. This 
is the liberty of conscience which these papal documents condemn, 
and every libert3'-loving man in Boston will, if I am not greatly 
mistaken, sa}' Amen to such condemnations. If the reverend 
gentleman reads the "Allocution " of Jan. 22, ,1855, to which he 
refers, he will find this to be the kind of liberty condemned. As 
to the charge that the Catholic Church teaches that those outside 
her communion will be damned, I will simpl}^ say that there is not 
one word of truth in the charge ; but I cannot help adding that it 
is a pity and a shame that the knowledge of the non-Catholic por- 
tion of our citizens, regarding the teachings of the church gener- 
ally, should be so scant as to make it possible for demagogues to 
thrive on this ignorance, by slandering the church and misrepre- 
senting her teachings. On this matter the church has always held 
that people might live in error of faith, and yet be saved ; that 
they might be in unconscious communion with the true church, 
although, through invincible ignorance, thej" were not in external 
communion with it ; that condemnation regards false principles, 
not the persons in error; that, toward these, all the duties of 
brotherly love were to be exercised, and that no Catholic had the 
smallest right to impute guilt to them." This is taught in all our 
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doctrinal books. (See Acts, II., Plenar}- Council of Baltimore, 
chap. 1.) It is also clear h^ and authoritatively set forth by the 
H0I3' Father Pius IX., in the Encyclical, 18th August, 1863, in 
these words : " It is known to us and to 3^ou that those who are 
in invincible ignorance of our most holy religion, but who observe 
carefully the natural law and the precepts graven b^^ God on the 
hearts of all men, and who, being disposed to obey God, lead an 
honest and upright life, may, aided by the light of divine grace, 
attain to eternal life ; for God, who sees clearl}", searches and 
knows the heart, the disposition, the thoughts and intentions of 
each, in His supreme goodness and mercy by no means permits 
that Siny one suffer eternal punishment who has not of his own free 
will fallen into sin." And so this charge is disposed of. Thus 
the teaching and practice of the church on the rights of conscience, 
on tolerance, on the supreme authority of the state, and on liberty 
properly understood, examined by the light of reason and his- 
torical facts, challenge the respect and admiration of all fair- 
minded men, and, surely, should be acquitted of the groundless 
charges made by Rev. Mr. Bland. 

But those concordats with Spain and Ecuador. I know nothing 
of them. I never saw the documents ; and, as they do not concern 
me or my faith, there is no reason why I should busy myself about 
them. I am as free, in these matters, as the reverend gentleman 
himself, to criticise, approve, or disapprove. Concordats are not 
articles of faith, they bind the parties between whom they are 
made, not the Catholic Church. I have no doubt, however, but 
that, if we knew the peculiar, circumstances, the habits, ideas, and 
general condition of the people of those countries, we would find 
as much wisdom in those treaties as political documents usually 
afford. The people of Spain, with the exception of a few thousand, 
are of one faith, and they, perhaps, think it better not to import 
new elements of discord and strife. It may be harrowing to their 
feelings and humiliating to their pride to be obliged to receive in 
their midst missionaries who come to convert them from idolatr}' 
and superstition to the Christian faith ; missionaries who will 
insist on teaching them that the Pope is anti-Christ ; that their 
priests, " mere officers of the Pope, without any mind of their own," 
have only one object in view, — to keep the people in ignorance, to 
delude a^id hoodwink them generally. The government, too, which 
knows the excitable character of the people, may deem it prudent 
for peace's sake, if not for the sake of the missionary's neck, to 
postpone his advent until — well, until the people become stronger, 
more enlightened, and able to bear the full light of the Gospel 
according to the missionar}-. 

The error of the reverend gentleman in these and similar matters 
arises from the mistaken idea that the Catholic Church may^ be 
held responsible for, or that it is bound b}', the words or acts of 
the Pope, for his political theories or his management in civil 
affairs ; whereas Catholics are as free as Rev. Mr. Bland to agree 
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or disagree in tliese matters with the Pope. The reverend gentle- 
man talks as liT the mere will of the Pope in any or every thing 
were a law binding the consciences of Catholics ; whereas the Pope 
himself is bound, as much as the humblest Catholic, b}'' the natural 
law, bv^ the revealed law, by the teaching of Christ and the Apostles, 
over which he has no power, being simply its custodian, and, when 
its meaning is in doubt, its interpreter. It may not be amiss to say 
one word more on the syllabus, simply with a view of helping Rev. 
Mr. Bland to study and interpret it aright. First, as to its history. 
It is a catalogue of eighty erroneous propositions, taken frona 
various authors and writers. These propositions are condemned 
not always in the sense which they bear on their face, but in the 
sense of the. authors who maintained them. To understand, there- 
fore, . the sense in which they were rejected, you must read the 
encyclicals and other documents in which they were originally con- 
demned. Again, many of them, separated from the context which, 
in their original dress, gave them a bad meaning, may be capable 
of a perfectJy innocent interpretation. Nor are they all against 
faith. Indeed, to understand these and similar ecclesiastical docu- 
ments, it is necessary to be familiar with the technical phraseology 
of the church ; at any rate, without this knowledge, many errors 
will certainly be made. The syllabus and the enc3'clical that 
accompanied it were addressed to the bishops, who understood 
well its meaning. Oner fact may be mentioned here, to show the 
importance of this reflection. Mr. Gladstone, who certainly in his 
own department is no mean scholar, was convicted of over twenty 
errors, if 1 remember rightly, in translating into English a few 
only of the propositions of the sj^labus. Be careful, reverend sir, 
not to follow Mr. Gladstone, a wily politician, who wrote his crit- 
icism of- the syllabus while smarting under a political defeat, for 
which he held the Catholics of Great Britain responsible. With 
this admonition, and the hints thrown out above, I advise the 
reverend gentleman once more to read anew those documents, in 
the confident hope that his conscience, better informed, will oblige 
him to retract his groundless charges against the church, and 
apologize to his Catholic fellow-citizens for publishing against 
them slanders so injurious. 

John O'Briek, Pastor St. John's Church. 

East Cambridge, January' 20. 
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[From The Boston Hebald, Jan. 27, 1880.1 

A MINISTERIAL CHALLENGE. 

THE GAUNTLET THROWN AT REV. JOHN O'BRIEN^S FEET.— 
A PROPOSITION BY REV. JOHN P. BLAND. 

To the Editor of the Herald : — In j'our issue of this morning 
there is a second rejoinder from Rev. Mr. O'Brien to my reply to 
his criticisms, which I published in your issue of the 7th ult., 
to which I must beg the favor of a brief reply. This second 
rejoinder of his abounds in errors, in misstatements, and in pal- 
pable contradictions such as no scholar or straightforward and 
fair-minded person could possibl3' make, — errors, misstatements, 
and contradictions covering two columns of 3'our paper, and jvhich 
it would require at least four more to answer. In order, therefore, 
to give this reverend gentleman a fair and full opportunity to 
enlighten us concerning the real nature and aims of his church, I 
hereby invite him to a public discussion of the questions at issue, 
I assuming, all necessary expenses, all profits, should there be any, 
to be given to some public charit}^ or beneficent institution. The 
questions at issue between us are concerning the attitude of his 
church toward civil and religious liberty, and concerning the best 
form of public education ; and on these questions I am prepared 
to maintain in public discussion the following affirmatives : Firet, 
" that the Roman Catholic Church is opposed to both civil and 
religious liberty." Secondly, " that the State should control the 
education of its children, and that this education should be wholly 
secular and unsectarian." A non-acceptance of this invitation by 
the reverend gentleman both m3'self and the public will construe 
as a confession of his conscious weakness or incapacity. 

John P. Bland. 

Cambridge, Mass.^ Jan. 26. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 28, 1880.] 

REV. MR. O'BRIEN AND REV. MR. BLAND. 

To the Editor of the Herald: — Rev. Mr. Bland's challenge to 
me in to-day*s issue of your paper was evidently written under the 
pressure of great excitement. It would appear that his memory, 
as well as his intellect and conscience, must have suffered a severe 
shock from my ''second rejoinder." He refers to his reply of 
Dec. 7, 1879, while, in fact, it was published a month later, Jan. 
7, 1880. The object of his challenge, he tells us, is " to give the 
reverend gentleman" — myself — " a fair and full opportunity to 
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enlighten us concerning the real nature and aims of his church." 
Bless the good soul — I have had this " fair and full opportunity," 
thanks to 3'ou, Mr. Editor, and there is soilie reason to suspect 
that the trouble with the reverend gentleman now is that 1 used 
this opportunity too well, though not so successfulh^, it would 
seem, as ''to enlighten him," — evidently a hopeless undertaking. 
Whether the use which I made of my opportunity was '* such as 
no scholar or straightforward and fair-minded person could pos- 
sibly make," I cheerfully leave to the public to decide, with con- 
fidence that they will demand some proof of this besides Rev. Mr. 
Bland's mere assertion. 

John O'Brien, Pastor of St. John's Church. 
East Cambridge, Jan. 27. 



[From The Boston Herald, Feb. 2, 1880.] 

ROMAN CATHOLICISM. 

ITS OPPOSITION TO CIVIL AND EELIGIOUS LIBERTY. — CITA- 
TIONS THAT SHOW ITS ATTITUDE. — REV. J. P. BLAND'S 
REPLY TO REV. J. O'BRIEN. 

To the Editor of the Herald: — In j'onr issue of the 5th inst. 
is reported a lecture of mine on " The Public Schools," some 
criticisms on which, from Rev. J. O'Brien, appear in your issue 
of the 6th, to which I replied in your paper of the following day. 
This repl}" brought two rejoinders from him, that appear in your 
paper of the 8th and the 26th, the hitter covering two columns. 
Now, not wishing to trespass upon your space, and, thinking it 
might suit this gentleman just as well, I at once invited him, in 
3'our next day's issue, to a public discussion of the questions 
at issue, and this invitation, in your columns of the 28th, he 
virtually declines. You will, therefore, permit me, I trust, to 
answer his two rejoinders in your paper, which published them. 

In vour issue of the 5th I stated that the Roman Catholic 
Church was opposed to both civil and religious libertj' ; and 
this statement the reverend gentleman at once denied, saying 
that his church would not " deny or abridge the right of every 
«itizen to worship God according to the dictates of his con- 
science." The following day appeared my reply, in which, in 
proof of my position, I referred to the Papal 'Syllabus of March 
18, 1861, to the Papal Enc3'clical of Dec. 8, 1804, and also to the 
following attempts to enforce the tj^annical principles of these 
and kindred documents : As against the government of Piedmont 
on the 22d of January, 1855 ; as against the government of 
Austria in an allocution of June 22d, 1862, and an enc3'clical 
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of Sept. 17, 1863. I also stated that his church officially* 
demanded the abolition of both civil and religious liberty in 
Spain, and the use of the secular power to enforce these claims in 
September, 1876 ; and that in a concordat concluded by it with 
the Republic of Ecuador, and dated the 22d of April, 1863, 
his church expressly stipulates that no religion shall be permitted 
to exist in Ecuador, save its own, nor an}^ societ}^, such as that of 
the Freemasons, which the church has condemned. I further 
gave, as one of man}^ similar though unofficial statements made 
here, the following quotation from a Cath6lic paper published 
in St. Louis: "As soon as the Catholics here have attained 
a sufficient majorit}-, religious freedom in the United States will 
have an end." . To this reply of mine he has made two rejoinders, 
the first appearing in j'our issue of the 8th, the second in that of 
the 26th, and to both of which I now answer. In doing so, how- 
ever, I must be excused for passing in silence much of a personal 
and irrelevant nature, which he takes the libert3^ of introducing, — 
whether, for example, he chooses to say of me, as in his letter of 
the 26th, " The more I learn of him the more I am convinced that 
he is, at heart, a good Catholic ; " or, whether, just a dozen lines 
below, he chooses to falsely accuse me of saying that Catholics t 
''should be crushed, even as venomous serpents," and then, 
a little further on, expresses doubts as to my moral honesty, and 
finally concludes by, calling on me to retract my "groundless 
charges against the church, and apologize to his Catholic fellow- 
citizens for publishing against them slanders so injurious ; " or 
whether, also, in his note of the 27th, because in mine of the 26th 
I had inadvertently written " 7th ult." for 7th inst., he chooses to 
accuse me with having "evidently written under the pressure of 
great excitement," of having " suffered a severe shock " from his 
" second rejoinder," both in " intellect and conscience," and then 
proceeds to exaggerate, if not falsify, my inadvertence of " 7th 
ult." for 7th inst., by saying that I refer to a "reply of Dec. 7, 
1879, while In fact, it was published a month later, Jan. 7th, 
J 880." All things such as the above, together with his "Bless 
his good soul," etc., etc., all these things, I say, savoring, as they 
do, of sentimental slush, personal slander, verbal quibbling, and 
clownish vulgarity, I must be excused from further noticing. I 
leave them to whosoever may find them congenial, and shall keep 
to matters of more real and more serious import. 

How, then, stands the issue as between my reply in your issue 
of the 7th, and his two rejoinders in your issues of the 8th and 
the 26th? Let us examine. In his first rejoinder he refers to m}'^ 
" formidable array of syllabuses, enc^'clicals, allocutions, and 



* No doubt but Rev. Mr. Bland made this statement, but he has never 
offered one shred of proof to sustain his statement. — J. O'B. 

t See proof of this in quotation from his sermon as given in the begin- 
ning of this pamphlet. — J. 0*B.j 
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concordats," to prove my position ; and proceeds to say that 
'* from some knowledge of most of these documents, which now 
lie before me** (the italics are mine), that they have nothing to do 
with the question. Now, I had refer^;ed, in all, to six documents, 
and directly and by name only to five, namely : The Papal Sylla- 
bus of March L8, 1861 ; the Papal Encyclical of Dec. 8, 1864 ; 
the Papal Allocution of June 22, 1862 ; Papal Encyclical of Sept. 
17, 1863; Papal Concordat of April 22, 1863, and "most of 
these," in your issue of the 8th, he saj^s, " now lie before me. 

Now, in your issue of the 26thj appears his " second rejoinder, 
in which he asrain refers to the above-named documents, " most 
of which, he had previously said, " now lie before me," and what did 
he say ? I will quote him verbatim. Referring to myself, he writes 
as follows : " He says that the syllabus was published March 18, 
1861, whereas it was published Dec. 8, 1864. He refers mp to an 
allocution of Jan. 22, 1855, and not one word relating to our sub- 
ject can be found in the document. He alludes to an allocution, 
June 22, 1862, against Austria, and no such document exists. He 
sends me hunting up an encyclical, Sept. 17, 1863, also against 
Austria, and there is no such document." And further on in this 
letter, alluding touny reference to the Papal Concordat with Ecua- 
dor, of April 22, 1863 (which he erroneousl}'' couples with some 
supposed and imaginary concordat with Spain, of which I neither 
know nor have said an3'thing), he says: "But these concordats 
with Spain and Ecuador — I know nothing of them." " Now, then, 
comparing these two rejoinders of his — the one of the 8th, and 
the other of the 26th — what do we find ? We find this : That of 
the five documents which I directly referred to, and "most" of 
which, in 3'our issue of the 8th, he tells us, " now lie before me ; " 
in your issue of the 26th, he plainly tells us two of them — the 
two against Austria — do not exist ; and that one more — the one 
concerning Ecuador — he knows "nothing about." Now, my 
friend, in so far as I can fairly and in all honesty of gurpose judge, 
one of the above statements of yours must be false, is false ; which 
of them is it? During this discussion you have frequently and 
causelessly, directly and by implication, called me many hard 
names, such as " lying witness, " ignorant demagogue," etc. The 
above facts would most clearly justify me in throwing back the 
most offensive of your epithets, so freely hurled at myself. I 
decline, however, to do anything of this nature, and would simply 
ask you, in all Christian kindness and charit}^, to explain the above 
contradictory statements of yours ; and I beg sincerel}'^ to assure 
you, that if you can do so, no one will be more gratified than 
myself. 

I now come to the treatment of the actual facts in regard to this 
gentleman's charges against me on this subject. He first charges 
me with erroneously saying that the syllabus warf issued March 18, 
1861, instead of on Dec. 8, 1864. This is mere cavilling, as syllabuses 
were put forth on both of the above dates ; and I purposelj'' referred 
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to the syllabus of 1861, knowing, of course, full well of the exist- 
ence of the other of 1864, and, indeed, specificalh' citing it in the 
very same line* in which I cite that of 1861. For proof concern- 
ing the existence of this syllabus of 1861, 1 refer all interested to 
Gladstone's Rome^ and the Newest Fashions in Religion^ Article, 
" The Vatican Decrees," p. 15. It is also referred to by the Pope 
himself in his syllabus of 1864, in its 80th and last proposition, 
as may be seen by reference to Schaff s Creeds of Christendom^ vol- 
ii. p. 233, or to any standard book containing the sjdlabus of 1864, 
ill full. His next statement to the effect that the Papal Allocution 
of Jan. 22, 1855, had no bearing upon the question at issue between 
us, is equally incorrect, and, to the general reader, this can easily 
be proved by referring him to Gladstone's article on " Vaticanism," 
in his afore-mentioned work, p. 63, where Gladstone cites it for the 
same and sole purpose which I cited it, namely, in proof of his 
assertion that the Roman Catholic Church is opposed to civil and 
religious liberty. His next statement, to the effect that the allo- 
cution of June 22, 1862, against Austria, did not exist, is also, to 
the best of my knowledge, incorrect ; and I write advisedly when I 
say that the only question which can possibly be raised here is 
merely one as to the correctness of the date of this allocution, and 
in nowise affecting the substance thereof; and the date, as here- 
after appears, I take from Gladstone. Indeed, this allocution is not 
only cited in his article on " Vaticanism," p. 64, but Mr. Gladstone 
gives, in addition, a very characteristic quotation t from it, running 
as follows : " On the 22d of June, 1862, in another allocution, Pius 
IX. recited the provisions of an Austrian law of the previous 
December, which established freedom of opinion, of the press, of 
belief, of conscience, of science, of education, and of religious 
profession, and which regulated matrimonial jurisdiction, and other 
matters. The whole of these ' abominable ' laws ' have been and 
shall be totally void, and without all force whatsoever.'" The 
concordat of Ecuador, of which he says he knows " nothing about," 
he will find quoted in Lavelye's " Protestantism and Catholicism," 
p. 71, and my newspaper reference, whose existence he professes 
to so seriously doubt, he will find in The Shepherd of the Valley^ 
of Nov. 23, 1851, a Catholic paper, published in St. Louis, up to 
1854. But why does this gentleman profess to have such grave 
doubts as to the existence in any Catholic paper of the quotation 
I gave, and why does he refer to its possible author as " ignorant 
and wicked " ? This passage simply denies the right of religious 
liberty, and asserts the supremacy of the church over the state ; 



* " The very same line " is this: ** Among other places in the l^apal Sylla- 
bus of 18th March, 1861, and in the Papal Encyclical of Dec. 8, 1864." No 
reference here to a syllabus of 1864. Does he think that encyclical is a syn- 
onym for syllabus? — J. O'B. 

t Yes. from Gladstone ; but it does not pretend to be a quotation from 
this allocution. — J. O'B. 
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and, if this gentleman desires it, and you will permit, I will engage 
to fill a whole column of j'oiir paper, at any time, with quotations 
of a similar nature from the leading American Catholic divines 
and journals. This professed incredulity of the gentleman is cer- 
tainly either the expression of ignorance or something worse, as 
the following, from a hundred similar passages I can give, will 
prove. Here is one from the best known of American Catholic 
controversialists, Brownson : " The people need governing, and 
must be governed. . . They must have a master. . . In this sense 
we wish this countrj'^ to come under the Pope of Rome. . . They may 
flare up as much as they please, and write as many alarming and 
abusive editorials as they choose or can find time and space to do — 
they will not move us, or relieve themselves from the obligation 
Almight}^ God has placed them under of obeying the authority of the 
Catholic Church, Pope, and all." (Brownson' s Essays^ pp. 380-383.) 
To sentiments such as these an enthusiastic Catholic responds in 
a Baltimore paper as follows : '' I say, with Brownson, that if the 
church should declare that the constitution and very existence of 
this or any other countr}'^ should be extinguished, it is a solemn 
ordinance of God himself, and ever}^ good Catholic would be bound, 
under the penalty of the terrible punishment pronounced against 
the disobedient, to obej'." Here is another quotation from that 
leading Catholic organ, the Catholic World: *'The church is insti- 
tuted, as every Catholic who understands his religion believes, to 
guard and defend the rights of God on earth against any and ever}" 
enemj', at all times and in all places. She therefore does not and 
cannot accept, or in any degree favor, liberty in the Protestant 
sense of libert}-." — Catholic Worlds April, 1870. This gentleman 
quotes the Civilta Cattolica^ the " semi-official organ of the Pope," 
as if it were in favor of libert}'. Here is a quotation from that 
organ which is more to the purpose : " What, then, are the limits 
of the church's means? There are none, except the limits of 
human power and of the divine assistance. ... As the church 
commands the spiritual part of man directly, she therefore com- 
mands the whole man." This gentleman quotes Aquinas in support 
of the rights of conscience. Let him hefar what Aquii^as has to say, 
on the other hand, about the rights of the church, as quoted by one 
of the very ablest of all Catholic theologians and scholars, Bellar- 
mino : " The Pope, by divine right, hath spiritual and temporal 
power, as supreme king of the world, that he can impose taxes on 
all Christians, and destroy towns and castles, for the preservation 
of Christianity." 

But why does this gentleman cite Aquinas and other Catholic 
theologians in support of his position? He must know, just as 
well as every ordinaril}^ informed person knows, that all such tes- 
timony is of but the slightest value in deciding the question in 
dispute. What is that question? It is concerning the attitude 
of his church toward civil and religious liberty. How is this 
question to be decided ? By appealing to Catholic theologians or 
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"semi-official" Catholic organs? No. Though, if the gentleman 
carries the question to such a court, the verdict stands recorded 
overwhelmingly against him. What, then, is the Court of Appeal, 
to which this question should be referred, and the only one which 
is either authorized or competent to render a decision ? It is the 
official declarations of the Popes, and the decrees of the Church's 
Ecumenical Councils. And this gentleman ignores the common 
intelligence of our people by appealing to any other tribunal, Save 
these, and the acts which these have authorized or countenanced. 
What, then, is the verdict w^hich these r.ender upon the question in 
dispute? It is this. The official declarations of the Popes and 
the authoritative decrees of the Church's Ecumenical Councils for 
over a thousand years uniformly condemn both civil and religious 
libert}'^ ; and I hereby invite him to produce a single passage from 
the published records of either which is in favor of civil and relig- 
ious liberty ; from the epistle of Pope Gregory II. to the Emperor 
Leo, to the last Ecumenical Council begun in 1869. While, on 
the other hand, any scholar can fill volumes with declarations and 
decrees of a contrary nature ; declarations and decrees that have 
not been dead letters, as the burning, racking, and torturing of 
hundreds of thousands of heretics too painfully and too plainly 
testif}'. If this church is in favor of civil and religious liberty, 
what means its condemnation of these things in the Papal Syllabus 
of 1864? What means the following sentence, which is part of 
the official oath which has been taken by every Catholic bishop in 
our land? " Heretics, schismatics, and rebels to our said Lord, 
or his aforesaid successors, I will to my utmost persecute and 
oppose." What means the church's stipulation that these things 
shall not exist, as in its treaty with Ecuador ? What means its 
stamping of these things out in Spain so late as 1876? The 
Roman Catholic Church, say you, is in favor of civil and religious 
libert}^ ? Every page of her history'', my friend, gives you the lie ; 
and 1 will conclude this already too-long letter by citing for 3'ou 
the confirmatory testimony of the two ablest living statesmen in 
the countries to which they respectivelj' belong, — Gladstone and 
Castelar. Here is the testimony of Gladstone, the Sumner of 
English statesmen, and is to be found in his article on '* The Vat- 
ican Decrees," p. 31. He is writing of the Roman Catholic Church 
and its attitude toward civil and religious liberty during the pontifi- 
cate of Pius IX., and says that during that time it " has condemned 
ft*ee speech, free writing, a free press, toleration of nonconformity, 
liberty of conscience, the study of civil and philosophic matters 
in independence of the ecclesiastical authority, marriage unless 
sacramentally contracted, and the definition by the state of the 
civil rights {jura) of the church," and " has demanded for the 
church, therefore, the title to define its own civil rights, together 
with a divine right to civil immunities and a right to use phj'sical 
force." 
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Now, let us hear the testimony of Castelar, the scholarl}'^ repre- 
^ sentative of the now church-crushed republican spirit in Spain. 
* He is addressing the Spanish Cortes in 1869, and these are his 
translated words : " There is not a single progressive principle 
which has not been cursed bv the Catholic Church. This is true 
of England and Germany as well as of Catholic countries. . . . 
Not a constitution has been born, not a single progress made, not 
a solitary reform effected, which has not been under the terrible 
anathemas of the church." Now, my friend, in face of all the 
above testimony; in face, also, of a column. of extracts from the 
official declarations of 3'our church, and the authoritative decrees 
of its Ecumenical Councils, condemning, expressly and universally-, 
both civil and religious liberty, and which I am prepared to furnish 
at an}' time^ and could as easily furnish a volume of such ; in face, 
I say, of these things, what becomes of 3'our statement, that your 
church would not '' deny or abridge the right of every citizen to 
worship God according to the dictates of his conscience." 

John P. Bland. 
Cambridge, Mass., Jan. 31, 1880. 



[From The Boston Heraxd, February 9, 1880.] 

BLAND vs. O'BRIEN. 

ANOTHER CHAPTER IN A THEOLOGICAL CONTROVERSY.— 
THE CATHOLIC CLERGYMAN SPEAKS THIS TIME.— HIS OP- 
PONENT ACCUSED OF. FALSELY QUOTING. 

To The Editor of the Herald : — 'Rev. Mr. Bland's reply of 3d 
inst., to my demand on him for proof to sustain his accusation 
against Catholics and the Catholic Church, is certainly a remark- 
able production — more remarkable, if that be possible, for its 
omissions than for its contents. Repeatedh' have I called upon 
him to justify by some proof his accusation against Catholics — 
that they are " a foreign army which has come and encamped in 
our midst, and has begun to attack our rights, liberties and civil- 
ization on every side." Repeatedly has he been before the public 
since, but not one word of proof does he offer to justify such a 
charge. He has not even once referred to the subject. Will the 
public pardon such trfling with its intelligence? What must 
people think of a man who makes an accusation so grave and 
injurious against a large class of his fellow-citizens without any 
reason, with no facts to justify the slander — actuated simpl}'' and 
solel}'' b}' a spirit of revenge, an itching for notoriet}-, and a confi- 
dence that the prejudices of the community would shield him from 
the contempt and the punishment due to such unmanly conduct ? 
He mistakes, however, the temper of the American people (a 
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natural mistake for an Englishman) , who, though prejudiced some- 
what against Catholics, for reasons which strip this prejudice of 
all, or nearl}' all, guilt, are, above all things else, remarkable for a 
spirit of fairness, and a disposition to judge each man and cause 
on hts or its merits. -^ Will his own people, even though in the very 
nature of things lovingly attached to their pastor, easily overlook 
so grave a fault on the part of him whom they pay to publish, not 
calumny, but truth? I can readil}'' believe that he made this 
charge encouraged by the impunity which he has enjoyed for years 
while making these and similar 

CHARGES AGAINST A PATIENT PEOPLE, 

and that he now regrets his folly and would gladlj^ have the public 
forget-dt ; that he would even withdraw the accusation had he the 
courage and the virtue to submit to such a humiliation. For his 
encouragement I would kindl}' remind him of the old saying : To 
err is human ; to acknowledge it, divine. There is, however, some 
reason to fear that the reverend gentleman errs knowingly, 
and that he has no desire to correct the error. By evidence the 
most unexceptionable, and to every honest man convincing, I 
proved in my letter of the 20th ult., that the Catholic Church 
recognizes and holds sacred the rights of conscience ; but Rev. 
Mr. Bland, in his last letter, ignoi'es my proofs and goes on dis- 
puting still, combating chimeras which exist only in his own disor- 
derly imagination. Here I wish to say, that I certainly would 
carry on no controversy with the Rev. Mr. Bland on a question of 
fact regarding the doctrines of the Catholic Church, could I sus- 
pect that, instead of citing Catholic, he would rely on Protestant 
authorities. The question before us, it is well to state again, is 
not to justify or defend, but to state the true Catholic doctrine. 
On such a question who is more likely to be the better authority — 
a Catholic or a Protestant ? On such a matter Gladstone is not a 
competent witness ; nor is Schaff a competent witness. These 
gentlemen may give their own understanding, impression or 
opinion of these doctrines ; Catholics alone are competent to state 
them. The reason is simple and just : No man should be held to 
account for opinions imputed to him by others, but which he, him- 
self, repudiates. Surely, Catholics are the best witnesses to their 
own faith ; they, alone, should be consulted when its nature, extent, 
and practical bearing are in question. Yet, let any dispute on such 
a question arise, a man like Rev. Mr. Bland will not shirk the 
responsibility, but will immediately 

RESOLVE HIMSELF INTO A COURT OP JUSTICE, 

summon to his aid Prptestant witnesses, a jury of the same com- 
plexion, examine the case, and, thinking that he has heard both 
sides, pronounce a decision on evidence notoriously ex parte. 
Should he hear Catholic testimony, it must come through the dis« 
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tortive medium of a Protestant witness ; and the testimony sub- 
jected to this process assumes new hues and a character which 
completely changes its nature. This we will see illustrated later 
on, when Rev. Mr. Bland will quote in his behalf Catholic writers. 
Fanatics should studj' Catholicity more in the individual, less in 
books. The difference between the ideal, theoretical Catholic por- 
trayed by a fanciful Protestant theology and the real, concrete 
Catholic doing business and moving in our streets every da3', 
would be amusing in the extreme, did it not suggest a possible 
danger to the peace and prosperity of our people and our beloved 
countr3% In Rev. Mr. Bland's theology there exists a huge Cath- 
olic army '' attacking our rights, liberties and civilization ; " but 
the moment he closes his book he is unable to discern a vestige of 
this formidable enem3' on the streets of Cambridge. Facts and 
theories here clash ; but theories are bound yet awhile to hold 
sway, at least over minds of mediocre calibre. Influenced by siich 
considerations, the honest, fair-minded Protestants, whose number, 
thank God, are legion, will no longer seek to learn Catholic doc- 
trines from Gladstone, Schaff, the Principia Papers^ or any such 
incompetent source. Rev. Mr. Bland's great and fatal error, as 
we shall see, consists in following with the simplicity of a child 
such authorities. Even when he quotes Catholic authorities he 

EVIDENTLY GETS THE QUOTATIONS SECOND-HAND. 

Had the reverend gentleman heeded m}' caution of the 20th ult., 
he would not now be numbered among the victims of Gladstone's 
malice. Indeed, it appears to me that Gladstone has done far 
more injury to Rev. Mr. Bland than to Catholics. There is no 
excuse for anj' one, since the publication of Gladstone's Vaticanism^ 
to look to him for accurate information on Catholic matters. In 
this publication, written to answer his critics and defend his Vati- 
can Decrees, he answers, page 16, the objections urged against his 
misrepresentation of the language of the S3'llabus, by observing 
"that his legitimate object was to state in popular terms the 
eflfect of propositions more or less technical and scholastic ; and 
secondly, that he directed attention rather to the effect of the 
document as a whole," etc. He does not, therefore, pretend to 
translate the syllabus word for word, nor to give its precise and 
accurate meaning, but to ascertain its general effect, to give its 
impression on his mind, and present to the public his views of the 
" effect of the document as a whole." So well did the non-Catholic 
public of England at the time fathom Gladstone's motives, that the 
Vatican Decrees were soon christened Gladstone's Revenge. 

It is worthy of remark again, though I have called attention to 
the matter in mj' last letter, that Rev. Mr. Bland, in all his refer- 
ences to those papal documents of which he talked so much in his 
last letter, does not quote one sentence from an}'^ of them. The 
onl}' apparent exception is in his last letter, in which he gives what 
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he calls, and with a great deal of truth, " a very characteristic * 
quotation " from allocution 22d June, 1862, made by Gladstone. 
Buf if he reads carefull}'^ the quotation as given in his own letter, 
he must confess that itis 

NO QUOTATION FROM THE ALLOCUTION, 

but Gladstone's rendering of its assumed meaning. Although he 
quotes none of these documents, he labors hard and long, calling 
to his assistance Gladstone, SchafT, even the Pope, in the vain hope 
of fastening on me some kind of contradiction, but he only succeeds 
in getting himself into an inextricable tangle. I will help him 
out. He succeeds, to his own satisfaction, at least, in showing 
that, instead of having most of these documents, I have only some, 
therefore, he says, my statement *' must be false." Some, conse- 
quently, in Rev. Mr. Bland's logic, must be the contradictory of 
most. Profound logician ! Should the gentleman desire to see some, 
most, or all of these documents, I shall cheerfully exhibit to him 
those of them that have any existence. That some of those to which 
he referred has no existence, I will now show. In his reply of 
Jan. 7, he referred me to an encyclical, 17th Sept., 1863, " against 
Austria," but I denied the existence of any such document ; and 
Mr. Gladstone, who, in Vaticanism^ p. 64, sa^^s.that this encyclical 
regarded difficulties in New Granada, sustains me and contradicts 
Rev. Mr. Bland. In the matter of the syllabus of 1861, Schaff, 
vol. ii. p. 233, contradicts him. The reference here is correct : 
Allocution jamdum cemimua^ 18th March, 1861 ; i. e., the 80th 
proposition of syllabus of 1864 was condemned in the allocution 
18th March, 1861. 

Now, if Rev. Mr. Bland can produce that syllabus of 1861, or 
that of 1866, to which he refers toward the close of his last letter, 
I promise to pay the gas and coal-bills of his church this winter, 
so that, instead of lecturing Sunday evenings to secure, as he says, 
funds for this pi^rpose, he may spend his evenings 

STUDYING THAT PROFOUND AND ACCURATE THEOLOGIAN 

Gladstone. Now the reverend gentleman settles down to the easy 
task of showing that my incredulity in his ability to prove his 
charges against Catholics is merely " the expression of ignorance 
or something worse." To put this point beyond all question, he 
promises some startling revelations " from the leading American 
Catholic divines and journals." As usual, however, he fails to 
keep his promise, so far as the divines ar^ concerned, for Brown- 
son, the only American referred to, never pretended to be a Cath- 
olic divine. But let us examine his revelations, such as they are. 
He quotes from one of Brownson's essays, with whom, in many 
things. Catholics do not always agree. He twists, garbles, and 
falsifies the text in a horrible manner ; but succeeds in making the 
essayist say just the contrary of what the text says. The object 
of this essay, in the author's own words, is to advocate " that form 
of government which vests the sovereignty in the people as popu- 
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lation," and to show that Catholicity naturally begets, fosters, and 
is the best support of such a form of government. 

Rev. Mr. Bland quotes : " They, the people, must have a master ; *^ 
and then, ta give this vague expression a peculiarly offensive and 
erroneous meaning, he passes over two pages of the essay, and 
subjoins the following : "In this sense we wish this country to 
come under the Pope of Rome." The conclusion is inevitable — 
the Pope of Rome is the mastei^ whom the people must have to 
govern them. Shame I shame ! ! on such an unblushing and crim- 
inal falsification of an honored author. Hear Brownson himself, 
on this very page, explain his words : " But in what sense do we 
assert Catholicity to be the master of the people ? Here we demand 
justice. The authority of Catholicity is spiritual,, and the only 
sense in which we have here urged or do urge its necessity, is as 
the means of augmenting 

THE VIRTUE AND INTELLIGENCE OF THE PEOPLE. 

We demand it as a religious, not as a political, power. The only 
influence on political or governmental action of the people which 
we ask from Catholicity, is that which it exerts on the mind, the 
heart and the conscience." Then, as if he had Mr. Bland in his 
mind's eye, he adds: "This is the kind of master we demand for 
the people, and this is the bugbear of 'Romanisni' with which 
miserable panderers to prejudice seek to frighten old women and 
children." 

In his quotation from the Catholic World he does that excellent 
magazine as great an injustice as he did Mr. Brownson. Had he 
given the whole of the last sentence which he pretends to quote, 
he Yould not be able, as he is now, to deceive his readers. The 
article in question combats the false ideas of liberty which have 
prevailed at various epochs of the world's history. At one time it 
was monarchical absolutism, which vested all power, temporal and 
spiritual, in the monarch, as in pagan Rome, and, immediately 
following the Reformation, in most European countries, as in Eng- 
land, Prussia, Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Holland, where, in the 
name of religious liberty, the king became supreme in church and 
state. Again, as in our times, it is democratic Csesarism, which, 
in the name of liberty, would transfer this absolute power over 
body and soul from the emperor or king to the people. This is the 
idea of liberty entertained in most European countries to-day, but 
which, fortunately, our government, if not all our people, repudi- 
ates. Our government recognizes 

THE RIGHTS OF CONSCIENOE 

as sacred and beyond the reach of any human power, be this 
vested in monarch or people. It is for this kind of liberty the 
Catholic World is combating as against absolutism, whether mon- 
archical or democratic, which, it holds, Protestantism has favored ; 
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hence, the part of the sentence, which Rev. Mr. Bland suppressed, 
reads as follows : — "If liberty in that sense be the true sense, the 
Protestant pretension cannot be denied." That is, Protestantism 
in the name of liberty, gives supreme authority to the temporal 
power over body and soul ; the Catholic World, in the name of 
true liberty, protests and denies that any human power may have 
authority over the soul and conscience of man, and most if not all 
Americans will agree with it. As to that quotation from a St. Louis 
Catholic paper, which he gives as fallows — " As soon as the Cath- 
olics here have attained a sufficient majorit}^, religious freedom In 
the United States will have an end " — I can now prove to be untrue. 
I sent the quotation to Rt. Rev. Bishop Ryan, of St. Louis, request- 
ing an explanation. In reply, he very kindly sent me the follow- 
ing answer : " The said editor made, on his own responsibility, 
some such statement, adding however, the words, 'So say our 
enemies.'" Another of Rev. Mr. Bland's proofs gone the way of 
all flesh. He pretends to give other quotations from Brownson, 
fi*om the Civilta Gattolica, ^om Aquinas through Ballarmine, and 
from the oath taken by bishops ; but as, in either instance, he 
gives no reference by which we may. verify his accuracy or truth, 
we are obliged to discard all these as falsifications, similar to those 
already exposed. 

By this time, even the reverend gentleman himself suspects that 
an intelligent public must see through his shallow pretence of 
quoting Catholic authorities, and to cover a disgraceful retreat 
from a position so evidently weak, he exclaims, " But why does 
the gentleman cite Aquinas, and other Catholic theologians, in 
support of his position," when " all such testimony is of 

BUT THE SLIGHTEST YALUB 

in deciding the question in dispute ? " Here is a virtual confession 
that Catholic theologians and canonists will not be whipped into 
line in support of his crude conceptions of Catholic doctrine. 
Obliged to retreat from " Catholic divines," he now takes . refuge 
behind the impregnable works of '' the official declarations of 
the Popes and the decrees of the church's Ecumenical Councils." 
Will these support him? Who can doubt it? Let us now prepare 
ourselves for a long array of quotations from " the official declara- 
tions of the Popes," etc., to support Rev, Mr. Bland's monstrously 
unjust and ignorant charges against the Catholic Church. But, lo 
and behold ! all at once he abandons this line of attack, remem- 
bering, probably, his ill-luck and shameful defeat at the hands of 
" American divines and writers." He learns wisdom from experi- 
ence, and decides not to. avail himself of the protection of even 
one " official declaration of the popes or the decrees of the 
church's ecumenical councils." After all, why should Rev. J. P. 
Bland, B. D., submit to the drudgery of making citations from 
popes and councils when he may give us the " verdict which these 
render upon the question in dispute," a la Gladstone, in his own 
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classic phrase and rounded period, as follows: "The official dec- 
larations of the popes and the authoritative decrees of the 
church's councils for over a thousand years uniformly condemn 
both civil and religious liberty." That settles the question. He 
himself has said it. / Who so bold as to dispute his word? But 
to clinch his argument, and to put / 

THB FINISHING STROKE 

to his demonstration, he naively calls on me to disprove what, in 
this case, he has not even attempted to prove. Oh, prince of 
logicians ! Worthily dost thou wear and honor thy B. D. of 
Harvard. This title is far from doing thee justice — allow me to 
add one more: U. L. — unique logician. 

But, the reverend gentleman, himself an Englishman, reaches 
the acme of folly when he taunts Catholics with persecution. 
Persecution by Catholic or Protestant I abhor ; but consistency 
should prompt an Englishman, whose country is a synonym for 
all that is cruel in the world's history, not to indulge in such 
slurs. In the name of common sense and common honesty, 
where is the relevancy to our subject of those closing quotations 
from Gladstone and Castelar? A quotation from the Koran 
would be as authoritative. 

I must admire the prudence of the reverend gentleman in his 
anxiety to hire a hall ; such a display of knowledge, logical 
acumen, and theological science would cover the gentleman with 
far more glory when proclaimed in his eloquent tones from the 
rostrum, than when presented to an impartial public in the life- 
less and cruel types of the Herald, 

Before closing this controversy with the reverend gentleman, 
I wish to notice his plaintive wail 'on account of those " hard 
words " which he thinks I have used towards him, and to assure 
him that at no time have I had any intention of doing him any 
wrong ; that I have now for him the sincerest 

FBELIN6S OF PITY AND COMPASSION, 

believing hina to be an unfortunate victim of Mr. Gladstone's 
wickedness. Having for years slandered Catholics before the 
community without receiving any reproof, he naturally feels very 
much vexed at my correction, and erroneously takes it as a mere 
punishment. He ought not, however, to confound correction 
with punishment. Just as a wise and loving father, from pure 
affection and a sense of duty, chastises his bright but wayward 
boy, so from similar motives I have been forced, after years of 
patient endurance, to lay him metaphorically across my knee and 
apply the painful, but yet salutary, rod of correction. Now, 
reverend sir, good-by ; go in peace, but sin no more. 

John O'Bbibn, Pastor St, John^s Church. 

East Cambbidgb, Feb. 6. 
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THE BLAND- O'BRIEN CONTEOVEESY. 

MR. BLAND POINTS OUT THE "ERRORS, MISSTATEMENTS, 
AND CONTRADICTIONS" IN MR. 0»BRIEN'S LAST LETTER. 

To the Editor of the Herald: — In your paper of this morning 
there is a lengthy reply from Rev. J. O'Brien to my communica- 
tion which appeared in your issue of last Monday. This reply, 
like his previous one, which I have already corrected, abounds 
"in errors, misstatements, and contradictions;" errors, misstate- 
ments, and contradictions, however, that to an intelligent and 
discerning public will, for the most part, need no pointing out ; 
and it is only necessary for me to correct two or three of such, 
for which all your readers do not possess the requisite data. 

In the first place, his charge against me of being an English- 
man (a charge wholly irrelevant to the questions in dispute) is 
probably as true as that he is an Irishman, the fact being that I 
was born in England, came here in early life, at the proper time 
took the oath of allegiance, and have for about twelve years 
been a citizen of the United States ; though neither I nor any 
one has reason to be ashamed of the good motherland which has 
given to humanity the pilgrim fathers, Shakespeare, Newton, 
Pitt, " George Eliot," and Herbert Spencer. 

In the next place, his reference to my citation of a syllabus of 
1866, though excusable, was in reality uncalled for, the 1866 
being a printer's error, to which I called your attention, Mr. 
Editor, on the morning of its publication. It should have been 
1864, and so I wrote it. 

Again, his accusing me of falsely quoting the St. Louis Cath- 
olic paper is about as correct as the average of this gentleman's 
statements. Giving the quotation, " As soon as the Catholics 
here have attained a sufficient majority, religious freedom in the 
United States will have an end," he informs us that Bishop Ryan, 
of St. Louis, writes him that following this passage came these 
words : " So say our enemies." This is quite true. Indeed, 
fully as true as most of the statements that this gentleman 
makes ; that is to say, just true enough to be a lie. " So say 
our enemies," to be sure, follows the quotation I partly gave, but 
does not conclude it ; but following this, " So say our enemies," 
and concluding the passage came these words, "and so we 
believe." * 

In conclusion, for all that it is necessary for him or the public to 
know about " that army " and " its officers," I beg to refer both 
to your issue of the 30th ult., in which there is some account of 
a meeting of indignant Catholics, held in our city on the previ- 

*The inventiye resources pf Rev. Mr. Bland's genius, as exhibited in 
this addition, are evidently inexhaustible. — J. O'B. 
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0U8 evening, to publicly protest against the tyranny, the insults, 
and the brutality of one of these " officers " and a neighboring 
brother priest of this gentleman, very well known to him. 
Finally, will this gentleman permit me to kindly remind him 
that buffoonery is not argument, and that men of his profession 
never gain anything by donning the clown's. garb, or by jingling 
the bells of the fool ? ♦ 

John P. Bland. 
Cambridge, Feb. 9, 1880. 



■W^^ M^pw^^^^^pa 



* This classic and bland-like language closes, never to be opened I aiu 
sure, the discussion between Rev. J. P. Bland, and 

John O'Brien. 
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INTRODUCTION. 



The following discussion originated in a lecture by Rev. J. P. 
Bland, briefly reported in the " Boston Herald " of January 6 ; 
and which called forth a response from Rev. J. O'Brien, pub- 
lished in the " Boston Herald " of the 6th. This led to a reply 
by Mr. Bland, which was published in the same journal of the 
following day; to which the Rev. J. O'Brien published two 
rejoindei^, the one appearing on the 8th and the other on the 
26th of January. Mr. Bland replied to the two rejoinders by 
inviting the reverend gentleman, in the next day's issue, to 
a public discussion ; which, in the following day's paper, was 
virtually declined ; then Mr. Bland replied in the " Boston 
Herald" of February 2, to the two afore-named rejoinders, 
which closes the discussion up to date ; and in response to many 
requests it is here put in more permanent and more convenient 
form. 

The discussion is here published as it originally appeared in 
the " Boston Herald," but its report of Mr. Bland's lecture, 
though substantially correct, — and, indeed, far more so than 
the average of such reports, — is not strictly so ; and the two 
following passages, being quotations, and being slightly inac- 
curate as reported in the " Boston Herald," we here give cor- 
rectly, as they appeared in a three-and-a-half-column verbatim 
report of this lecture in the " Cambridge News " of the following 
Saturday, January 10. The first is from a speech of Arch- 



bishop Williams, reported in the " Boston Herald " of Dec. 
15, 1876, and should run as follows : " From the press and the 
telegraph, the pulses of Rome are felt here as though they were 
in our own city." The second is from a speech by General — 
then President — Grant, delivered on the 29th of September, 
1876, at a reunion of the Army of the Tennessee, and was 
quoted as follows : " Encourage free schools, and resolve that 
not one dollar apportioned to them shall be applied to the 
support of any sectarian school." And, "If we are to have 
another contest in the near future of our national existence, I 
predict that the dividing line will not be Mason and Dixon's, 
but between patriotism and intelligence on the one side, ambition 
and ignorance on the other." 

The disputants are not responsibly for the headings of their 
letters, these being prefixed by the " Boston Herald ; " and two 
or three printer's errors are corrected in the margin. 

THE COMPILER. 
Fbbbuabt 6, 1880. 
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[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 5, 1880.] 

THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC, THE PROTESTANT, AND THE AMERICAN 
IDEAS OF EDUCATION. — A SERMON BY REV. J. P. BLAND OF 
CAMBRIDGE. 

Rev. J. P. Bland delivered, last evening, at the Lee Street TTnifa- 
rian Church, Cambridge, a sermon on "The Public School Ques- 
tion." He said : The fundamental ideas of the Catholic church upon 
the school and kindred questions, are three : First, that the claims of 
the church are superior to those of the state ; second, that the church 
has the right to control and direct the education, both religious and 
secular, of any people where it exists ; third, that it cannot, therefore, 
tolerate the existence of any religion or system of education other 
than its own, if it is in its power to prevent it. The three fundamen- 
tal ideas of the American state, exactly the opposite of these, were, 
first, the superiority of the state over the church ; second, the right 
and duty of the state to educate its people j third, the inalienable 
right of every citizen to worship according to the dictates of his con- 
science. What the Catholics really want and claim is the entire 
control of the education of our people, though, of course, they do not 
yet ask for it. Their first demand was for the abolition of religious 
exercises in our public schools. Their second demand was that they 
should be permitted to use their own religious exercises in our 
schools, or be exempted fi*om paying the school tax. Their third 
demand is for the division of the public-school jnoney. Their 
fourth demand — if they get bold enough to make it — will be what 
they really want — the entire control of public education.* The 
Protestant idea of education is that, along with the secular educa- 
tion of our children, there should be some religious education given 



of a distinctively Protestant or Christian character. The American 
idea is that the public schools and the education of our children be- 
long primarily to the state. It is also that this education should be 
purely secular and unmixed with anything sectarian of any kind ; 
but permeated with these everlasting principles of purity, tnith, honor, 
and interest, they * are the foundation of all that is most worthy 
and enduring, both in public and in private life. The Catholic idea 
we cannot entertain. We cannot allow any division of our public- 
school money for sectarian or denominational purposes of any kind. 
If we grant it to the Catholics, there is no reason why we should not 
also grant it to any other religious denomination. The Protestant 
idea, also, we shall have to give up. We have no more right in our 
public schools to insist on giving Catholics and others our special 
religious teaching than they have to insist on givihg us theirs. 
The public schools are primarily for secular and not religious pur- 
poses, and they must be kept so. The American idea teaches the 
means, then, and is the only solution of the problem. Last Monday 
evening one of the members of our school committee asked or sug- 
gested a division of our public-school money. This gentleman was 
e]f cted a member of that committee upon the supposition that he 
held altogether different views upon this subject. So his iriends 
stated, and so, I am informed, he stated himself. What is the cause 
of this apparently sudden change ? And what is it that makes the 
whole attitude of the Catholic church, on this and similar questions, 
so offensive to us as American citizens ? It is the fact that this man, 
and such as he, as priests, have no opinions. They are not allowed 
to have any ; they are simply ofiicers in a foreign army, which has 
come and encamped in our midst, and has begun to attack our rights, 
liberties, and civilization on every side. As such, they have no opin- 
ions ; they have simply orders. They wear the uniform of Rome, 
and must obey her commands or be dismissed from her service ; and, 
as Archbishop Williams said in Boston three years ago, " The pulse of 
Rome, through the telegraph and the press, beats daily among us, as 
though it were our own city." On the 29th of September, 1876, 
President Grant, at the reunion of the army of the Tennessee, made 
a speech in which occurs the following timely words : — 

Enftourage free schools, and resolve that not ope dollar apportioned to them shall 
be applied to the support of any sectarian schools. If we are to have another national 
contest, I predict that the dividing line will not be Mason and Dixon's, but between 
Protestantism and intelligence on the one side, and superstition ' and ignorance 
on the other. 

These words were prophetic. The contest has already begun. 
Some time ago the first shot was fired in our midst by an ambitious 

♦that 



and injudicious priest, and of his own accord. The second was fired 
in Boston on the 19th of last November, by Archbishop Williams, 
and under orders from Rome. The third was fired by another priest 
at a meeting of our school committee last Monday evening. So the 
contest has really begun. Now, when or how this contest will end — 
whether it will be long or short, bloody or bloodless — no man can 
tell. But when it is over, one more question given in the presence * 
of God, to be met and dealt with on this western continent, will have 
been settled. And it will then be seen that the Roman Catholic 
Church, as an aggressive and disturbing force, has for ever disappeared 
from the United States of America. The preacher argued that there 
should be an amendment to our national constitution, giving to the 
state the management and control of the education of its citizens, 
and forbidding any division of the public-school fund for religious or 
sectarian purposes. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 6, 1880.] 

OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 

A FEW THOUGHTS SUGGESTED BY REV. MR. BLAND'S LECTURE 
AND HIS CRITICISM ON THE POSITION OF CATHOLICS. 

To the JEditor of the Herald: — It is certainly a sad spectacle to 
see a minister of the gospel of Jesus Christ — that gospel of peace 
and good-will among men — doing or saying anything calculated to 
stir up strife and ill-will among men. This is the first thought brought 
to my mind by reading in your paper, this morning, of a synopsis of 
Rev. Mr. Bland's lecture in Cambridge last evening. It occurs to me 
that the reverend gentleman in this lecture sins against two, at least, 
very important and fundamental truths — one a gospel, the other a 
political truth. " By this," says the Divine Master, " shall men know 
that you are my disciples, if you love one another." Here, then, we 
have, from the lips of God himself the distinguishing characteristic 
of the disciples of the gospel — love. Not a love of relatives, friends, 
fellow-citizens, co-religionists, but a love like God's love, love for man. 
When this love has once possession of our soul we cannot or will not 
judge rashly, or misrepresent the object of our love — our fellow-man. 
That Rev. Mr. Bland is guilty of rash judgment and misrepresenta- 
. tion in his statement of the position of Catholics, and my own in 
particular, on the school and other questions, and, therefore, guilty of 
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violating the fundamental law of the gospel, the following quotations 
from his lecture will abundantly prove : " The fundamental ideas 
of the Catholic Church," he says, *'upon the school and kindred 
questions are three : First, that the claims of the church are superior 
to those of the state ; second, that the church has the right to control 
and direct the education, both religious and secular, of any people 
where it exists ; third, that it cannot, therefore, tolerate the existence 
of any religion or system of education other than its own, if it is in 
its power to prevent it." 

Not one of these statements does justice to Catholics, because none 
states their position accurately. In each one is contained a modicum 
of truth, and a good deal of error, expressed or implied, suggestive, 
even, of stale calumnies. In opposition to these assumed positions of 
Catholics, he gives the three fundamental ideas, from his standpoint, 
of the American state. Here, again, in each one of these statements, 
he does Catholics an injustice, but especially in the third, where, by 
implication, he repeats the old error, a thousand times reftited, that 
Catholics would deny or abridge the right of every citizen to worship 
God according to the dictates of his conscience. So far is this from 
the truth, that Catholics believe that the worship which is not the 
dictate of each individual conscience is a crime, and, therefore, no 
worship at all. 

I say that the reverend gentleman also sins against a fundamental 
political truth. That every citizen, regardless of his religion, is equal 
before the law, with equal rights and duties, I have always been told 
is a truth that lies at the very foundation of our government. Any 
man who attacks this principle is a danger and a menace to our gov- 
ernment. Does not Rev. Mr. Bland attack it when, as in this lecture, 
he makes a distinction between Americans and Catholics, leading us 
to suppose that Americans cannot be Catholics, and arousing the 
suspicion of disloyalty against a very large class of his fellow-citi- 
zens, who, though in religion Catholic, are, by their birth or their 
own free choice, Americans, ever ready to make for their country 
every sacrifice that an intense and sincere love may demand ? As 
disloyalty to one's country is a great crime, so. the man who makes 
such a charge, not simply against one or two, but against millions of 
his fellow-citizens, should be prepared to furnish his proofs, or, failing 
in this, to receive the penalty due the lying witness. He tells the 
public that " priests are simply the officers in a foreign army, which 
has come and encamped in our midst, and has begun to attack our 
rights, liberties, and civilization on every side." What does the 
reverend gentleman mean by this, if not that his Catholic fellow-citi- 
zens make up a foreign army, officered by their priests and already 



attacking the institutions of the country ? Is it possible that he or 
any sane man can believe this to be true? What is there in the 
history of Catholics in the United States to justify a charge of dis- 
loyalty ? Can he call to mind any time when the life of the nation 
was in danger and his Catholic felloW-citizens failed to come promptly 
and patriotically to the rescue? If he cannot, he makes a ground- 
less charge, and, in making it, he seeks to sow the seeds of hatred, 
of discord, of disunion, among fellow-citizens, and, therefore, of that 
weakness and decay that precede final destruction. Thus, Rev. Mr. 
Bland, in denying the loyalty of his Cath(9ic fellow-citizens on account 
of their religious creed, sins against the fundamental principle of our 
government, which knows neither Protestant nor Catholic, the foun- 
dations of which were cemented by the blood of Protestants and 
Catholics alike. Rev. Mr. Bland should know that Catholics are no 
foreigners here, but that they have been part and parcel of this 
country from the beginning ; that they propose to remain here, con- 
tributing what they can to the peace and prosperity of the nation, 
and that they will yield to no man, or set of men, in their love and 
devotion to what they consider the best government in the world to- 
day. They are ready now, as always, to defend this government, 
even with their blood, against all enemies, native or foreign. Should 
this country be at war to-morrow with any Catholic nation. Catholic 
Americans will be found as loyal to their country as their Protestant 
fellow-citizens. Should the Holy Father Leo XIII., to , suppose an 
impossible thing, lead an army against the United States, Catholic 
Americans would oppose him as loyally as if they were fighting the 
Queen of Great Britain. Rev. Mr. Bland cannot probably understand 
this, as he appears to be unable to distinguish between spiritual and 
political allegiance. I cannot believe that the Rev. Mr. Bland is a 
graduate of our public schools, about which he says so many mean- 
ingless things, or he would show himself acquainted with certain 
elementary truths known to every one. I respect the public schools 
too much to hold them responsible for Rev. Mr. Bland's apparent 
want of knowledge. 

The reverend gentleman says that I asked or suggested, in the 
school board, a division of the school fund for sectaiian purposes. 
He is again mistaken. I neither asked nor suggested such a division, 
for I do not think any such division necessary. But I did hint at 
some iipprovements which, in my opinion, ought to be introduced 
into our present very good, but far from perfect, system of education. 
On the possibility of thus improving our schools I never held two 
opinions, as the reverend gentleman courteously charges. If any per- 
son thought me so wedded to our present plan of education that I 

2 



10 

believed it incapable of improvement, I am not responsible by word 
or deed for his mistake. Any one who calls in question my loyalty 
for wishing to introduce such improvements as my reason may sug- 
gest as necessary or beneficial denies me the inalienable right of an 
American citizen, and when such an one appeals to ignorance, pas- 
sion, and prejudice, to raise up a barrier between me and my rights, 
he proves himself unfit to enjoy the liberty which he would deny me, 
who am no stranger here, on his or any man's sufferance, but an 
American citizen. 

Very respectfully, yours, 

John O'Brien, 
Pastor of St, John^s Churchy East Cambridge. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 7, 1880.] 

OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 

REV. MR. BLAND'S REPLY TO REV. JOHN O'BRIEN. 

To the JEditor of the Herald: — In your issue of Tuesday there is 
a letter from Rev. John O'Brien, containing some criticisms on my 
lecture of last Sunday evening, to which I must beg the favor of a 
reply. In that lecture, as reported in your Monday's issue, occur the 
following statements : " The fundamental ideas of the Roman Cath- 
olic church upon the school and kindred questions are three : First, 
that the claims of the church are superior to those of the state ; sec- 
ond, that the church has the right to control and direct the educar 
tion, both religious and secular, of any people where it exists ; third, 
that it cannot, therefore, tolerate the existence of any religion or sys- 
tem of education other than its own, if in its power to prevent it." 
The reverend gentleman has attacked the truth of these three propo- 
sitions, and particularly of the last one, and strongly affirms, in oppo- 
sition thereto, that his church would not " deny or abridge the right 
of every citizen to worship God according to the dictates of his own 
conscience." Now, it seems hardly possible that any priest of the 
Roman Catholic church can be so unacquainted with its fundamental 
principles as to seriously make the above statements. You will, 
therefore, please permit me, very briefly, to prove the correctness of 
what I stated to be the fundamental principles of the church on the 
questions referred to. These propositions the reverend gentleman 
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will find authoritatively stated, among other places, in the Papal 
Syllabus of March 18, 1861, and in the Papal Encyclical of December 
8, 1864. I beg also to inform him that attempts, in part successful, 
to practically enforce these propositions against the several govern- 
ments hereafter mentioned occurred as follows : On the 22d of 
January, 1855, against the governmen^of Piedmont. On the 22d of 
June, 1862, in an allocution by the Pope against the government of 
Austria, on account of certain liberal laws having been passed by that 
government, granting its citizens their simple and natural rights of 
freedom of opinion, a free press, and the right of private judgment 
in matters of religion and education. All these things the Catholic 
church, at the time and in the manner above mentioned, denounced 
as " abominable laws," and declared them contrary to the authority 
of the state, to be " totally void and without all force whatsoever." 
And again, on the 17th of September, 1863, the Pope issued an en- • ^V#>uJ* 
cyclical letter, denouncing, among other things, a law recently passed *^^ 
th s w ?, giving greater freedom of worship, and declared it to be ^hAi^A^^ 
wholly null and void. In September, 1876, the Catholic church, 
through its nuncio at Madrid, demanded of the Spanish government, 
first, the suppression of religious liberty ; second, the suppression of 
both public and private education, together with the suppression of 
heretical teaching ; and thirdly, the help of the secular power to en- 
force these claims. On the 22d of April, 1863, Pope Pius IX. con- 
cluded a concordat with the Republic of Ecuador, the first article of 
which reads as follows : " The apostolic and Roman Catholic religion 
shall continue to be the religion of the Republic of Ecuador. Con- 
sequently, there will not be permitted in the republic the exercise of 
any religion nor the existence of any society which the church has 
condemned." And finally, to give but one of many similar, though 
unofficial, statements of thq same claim made here, we take the fol- 
lowing from a Catholic paper published in St. Louis : " As soon 
as the Catholics here have attained a sufficient majority, religious 
freedom in the United States will have an end." Now the above 
official and authoritative declarations of the church upon the ques- 
tions he has raised settle them beyond all further possible contro- 
versy ; and whatever the individual opinion of the reverend gentle- 
man may be upon questions pertaining to civU and religious liberty, 
there can be no doubt as to those of his church, it granting neither 
when in its power to prevent them ; and, when it has that power, 
expressly stipulating that they shall not exist, and even to-day resort- 
ing to persecution to crush them. It to-day claims superiority over 
the state, claims the sole control of religious and secular education, 
and does not recognize nor practise the principle of religious tolera- 
tion, as the above-mentioned cases superabundantly prove. 
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The second statement of the reverend gentleman, that he never 
asked nor suggested any division of our public-school mopey, is pal- 
pably contrary to the truth, as the following verbatim copy of ivhat 
he said to our school committee will prove : " There is no good rea- 
SQn, in my opinion, why the city of Cambridge may not to-day g^rant 
the reasonable demands of Cs^olics and of many Protestants in this 
matter. It would then give some of its schools to Catholics, pay 
teachers of ascertained ability to teach these schools," Ac. This 
language has but one meaning. It means, Catholic schools, supported 
by the public-school money. 

In conclusion, will this gentleman permit me to remind him that 
nothing is to be gained in this discussion by false insinuations, or by 
acrimony of any kind, and that his slur at me, as one who has not 
probably had the benefits of even a common public-school education, 
needs no* reply from one who is a B. D. of Harvard University, and 
who, in the year of his graduation, stood alone in obtaining that 
honor. 

John P. BLAin>, Cambridge. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 8, 1880.] 

A SINGLE ADMONITION TO REV. MR. BLAND. 

To the Editor of the HerotM : — While awaiting the "reply"* which 
Rev. Mr. Bland promises in your issue of to-day to make to my crit- 
icism of his lecture, I beg most respectfully to ask him to make the 
balance of his reply more to the point than the instalment with 
which he has already favored us. The reverend gentleman quotes 
me correctly ; " The Catholic church does not deny or abridge the 
right of every citizen to worship God according to the dictates of 
his own conscience," and he adds : " It seems hardly possible that 
any priest of the Roman Catholic church can be so unacquainted 
with its fundamental principles as to seriously make the above state- 
ments." He immediately quotes a formidable array of syllabuses, 
encyclicals, allocutions, and concordats to prove that he is better ac- 
quainted than I with the fundamental principles of the Catholic 
church ; bu); yet I am of the opinion, from some knowledge of most 
of these documents, which now lie before me, that they have no ref- 
erence to the above statement ; least of all, can they be quoted to 
disprove it. To rightly inteipret these documents, it may be neces- 

♦ No such "reply " had cTen been hinted at. ^ Compilbb. 
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sary to show the causes that called them forth, the local questions or 
difficnlties they were intended to meet, but, above all, certain theo- 
logical first principles with which they must agree, and without the 
knowledge of which Rev. Mr. Bland would be very likely to misun- 
derstand them. It is always possible to misunderstand documents of 
a nature so complicated, dealing with countries, questions, and issues 
with which we are slightly acquainted, and, hence. Rev. Mr. Bland 
is not to be blamed so very much if he got a little tangled in trying to 
make his way through those papal bulls. But, fortunately for him, 
he will meet no such difficulties in his way when, in the next 'instal- 
ment of his " reply," he will tell us how " priests are simply officers 
in a foreign army, which has come and encamped in our midst, and 
has begun to attack our rights, liberties, and civilization on eveiy 
side." It is always so much easier, you know, to discuss home affairs, 
with which people generally are acquainted, than to go into the wilds 
of Ecuador or the mountains of Spain. Now, Rev. Mr. Bland, do 
please tell us something about that " army." 

I may as well repeat and insist now as at any time, that I want no 
division of our public-school fund, and that the paying of Catholic 
teachers does not require, in my opinion, any such division. Indeed, 
the city of Cambridge is to-day paying many Catholic teachers, and 
yet even Rev. Mr. Bland would not claim, I presume, that the school 
fund has, in consequence of this fact, been already divided. 

John O'Brien, 

Pastor of St, John^s Church, Ehst Cambridge. 
Jannary 7. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 26, 1880.] 

CATHOLIC DOCTRINES- 
FATHER O'BRIEN'S REJOINDER TO REV. MR. BLAND. 

DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH ON RIGHTS OF CONSCIENCE. —THE 

RANGE OF ITS SPIRITUAL TEACHINGS. 

To the Editor of the Herald: — In your issue of the 8th instant, 
appeared a note from me on Rev. Mr. Bland's answer to my criticism 
of his lecture against Catholics. This note was intended merely to 
call the reverend gentleman's attention to this passage, the main 
point criticised: " They (priests) are simply officers in a foreign army, 



14 

which has come and encamped in our midst, and has begun to attack 
our rights, liberties, and civilization on every side," and to ask an 
explanation of the charge. At the same time I reminded him that 
his alleged proofs to sustain his accusation against the church on 
the matter of liberty of conscience were not to the point. He has 
thought fit to ignore both these points, though he has lectured on the 
subject since. Lest his assertions should pass for proofs with the pub- 
lic, I beg that you kindly allow me further space to examine more in 
detail some of his misrepresentations. I cannot hope to state, much 
less to correct, in a newspaper article, all his mistakes. First, in re- 
gard to the Catholic doctrine on the rights of conscience ; and here 
it is well to temember that the question to be determined is one of 
fact, — what the doctrine of the church on this matter is. The rev- 
erend gentleman insists that he states it correctly, and I, incorrectly. 
Let us see. St. Thomas Aquinas defines conscience to be " the prac- 
tical judgment or dictate of reason, by which we judge what, here and 
now, is tS be done as being good, or to be avoided as evil." What 
are the rights of conscience thus understood ? • What can I do to show 
that the rights of conscience are held sacred in the church ? Simply 
to place before your readers the teachings of Catholic theologians, 
canonists, and of the church itself. " The divine law," says Cardinal 
Gousset, "is the supreme rule of actions. Our thoughts, desires, 
words, acts, all that man is, is subject to the domain of the law of 
God, and this law is the rule of our conduct by means of our con- 
science. H^ce, it is never lawful to go against our conscience." — 
Gousset. Theol. Moral., t. 1, p. 24. The theologians known as the 
Salmanticenses of Salamanca, of very great authority in the church, 
teach that conscience is always to be followed, and they refer to St. 
Thomas, St. Bonaventure, Caietau, Vasquez, Durandus, and seven- 
teen other theologians, as teaching the same doctrine. Busenbaum, 
a Jesuit, and a theologian of great weight, writes : " A heretic, as 
long as he judges his sect to be more or equally deserving of belief^ 
has no obligation to believe in the church." And again: "^When 
men who have been brought up in heresy are persuaded from boy- 
hood that we impugn and attack the word of God, that we are idola^ 
tors, pestilent deceivers, and, therefore, are to be shunned as pestilences, 
they cannot, while this persuasion lasts, with a safe conscience, hear 
us." — T. 1, p. 54. To pass over many more to the same effect, I shall 
quote one other authority, as the Pope is mentioned by name. Cardi- 
nal Jacobatius, in his work on councils, says : " If it were doubtful 
whether a precept of the Pope be a sin or not, we must determine 
thus : ' That if he to whom the precept is addressed has a conscien- 
tious sense that it is a sin and injustice, first, it is his duty to put off 
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that sense ; but, if he cannot, nor conform himself to the judgment 
of the Pope, in that case it is his duty to follow his own private 
conscience.' " — Lib. iv. p. 241. But all these theologians and canon- 
ists, and hundreds besides, only re-echo what the highest authority in 
the church determined centuries ago. The fourth Lateran council 
teaches thus : " He who acts against his conscience loses his soul." 

Is further proof required to show that the rights of conscience are 
recognized and held sacred in the church ? In asserting this to be 
the doctrine of the church and its theologians, am I not upheld by 
the above proofs, and is not Rev. Mr. Bland proved to be in error? 
The reverend gentleman told us that he was astonished at my state- 
ment of Catholic doctrine on the rights of conscience. Well he 
might be, for, although a B. D., he learns now, for the first time, in 
all probability, the real truth of this doctrine. Hitherto, he has 
studied the counterfeit ; now he may contemplate the genuine. The 
rights of conscience in the Catholic church are inviolable. In the 
words of one of the most eminent men of this generation : " Con- 
science is the aboriginal vicar of Christ, a prophet in its informa- 
tions, a monarch in its peremptoriness, a priest in its blessings and 
anathemas ; and, even though the external priesthood throughout the 
church could cease to be, in it the sacerdotal principle would remain 
and have its sway." 

Conscience, however, must not be confounded with self-will. It is 
at this point, I fear, that Rev. Mr. Bland becomes mixed up, and so con- 
fused as to be deaf to the chidings of conscience, which repudiates 
the claims he makes in her sacred name. The rights of conscience 
must harmonize with the rights of the Creator. Conscience has rights 
because it has duties. It has duties to God and to the laws implanted 
by God in man's soul, and to that revelation which, supplementing 
and perfecting the law of nature, is man's most precious treasure, the 
light of his mind, the strength of his will, a wise monitor, an unerring 
guide. It is an indignity done to conscience to claim in its name the 
right to think, to say, to do whatever one pleases, regardless of all 
law. All Christians at least will acknowledge that the rights of con- 
science may not trench on the rights of God. This is Catholic doc- 
trine. No room here, surely, for disagreement. 

But does not Rev. Mr. Bland prove by reference to the syllabus, 
encyclicals and other documents that the church invariably seeks to 
crush conscience, and rob it of its rights ? First, it is not likely that 
the church would contradict in her practice the doctrine which, as we 
have seen above, she teaches. Next, it is a pity that the reverend 
gentleman, instead of merely refemng to these documents, did not 
give us the exact words on which he relies for his proo&. 
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It is easy to make allusions to supposed evidence ; it is another 
thing, however, to present the evidence, show its relevancy to his case, 
and thus brin^ conviction to our minds. We have a right to have 
the facts presented to us, the words of those documents, and then to 
know that they apply to the point in dispute, and not to something 
entirely diflferent. Again, I insist on this, because, for reasons that 
will appear immediately, I believe that the gentleman never read those 
documents, or, if he did, that he does not understand them. His 
numerous mistakes in his references force me to this conclusion. He 
says that the syllabus was published March 18, 1861, whereas it was 
published Dec. 8, 1864. He refers me to an allocution of Jan. 22, 
1865, and not one word relating to our subject can be found in the 
document. He alludes to an allocution June 22, 1862, against Austria, 
and no such document exists. He sends me hunting up an encyclical, 
Sept. 17, 1863, also against Austria, and there is no such document. 
These things, however, are but trifles, and unworthy of attention, did 
they not arouse the suspicion that his knowledge of these documents 
may be second-hand, and, therefore, unreliable. The encyclical of 
Dec. 8, 1864, and the syllabus published with it, are genuine docu- 
ments ; but, as they treat of a great many, and a great variety of 
subjects, I am not willing to do what the reverend gentleman himself 
should have done, hunt up some passage which may have the appear- 
ance of sustaining his position. Besides, I know th<it there is no such 
passage ; but I will do the reverend gentleman the justice to say that 
1 sincerely believe that he would approve, not condemn, these docu- 
ments, had he mastered their true meaning. Indeed, the more I learn 
of him, the more I am convinced that he is, at heart, a good Catholic. 
In his sermon, as reported in the Cambridge News of January 17, he 
announces to the world his mission in these words : ^' I must speak 
the truth with absolute fearlessness." These are bold, manly, noble 
words, worthy of a Thomas Moore, a Darbois, or a Pius IX. ; nor 
should we lose our tempers, though we must lose a little of our admir- 
ation, at the miserable use which he makes in this same discourse, of 
his lofty mission, when he tells us that we are ignorant and supersti- 
tious, and that we should be crushed, even as venomous serpents. 
In the exercise of his " fearlessness," the reverend gentleman slightly 
errs ; but as the Catholic church teaches tolerance, all good Catholics 
should treat the gentleman with all kindness and patience, especially 
as we learn from the church that all men are brothere, having 
the same Father, the same Redeemer, and that all are destined for the 
same heaven. It is by acting thus that the Catholics will show the 
reverend gentleman the great difierence between the loud profession 
and the constant practice of tolerance. Just as he claims exclusive 
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possession of the rights of conscience, so he would have us believe 
that he holds a monopoly of the virtue of tolerance. Let us examine^ 
and this examination may throw light on the natjire of his claims, 
and, at the same time, remove some obstacles to the proper under- 
standing of those papal documents. 

A person may be said to be tolerant when he is disposed to bear) 
without irritation or opposition, opinions opposed to his own. Toler- 
ation does not, then, require the sacrifice of our own opinions, or the 
denial of the truth ; much less does it require us to say that there is 
no difference between truth and error. But the man who flies into a 
passion at those who do not agree with him, who reviles them, who 
insists that they are ignorant and superstitious, that they have no 
mind of their own, mere slaves, the pliant tools of tyrants, hating 
their fellow-men and conspiring to destroy all that is good, all that is 
true, all that is holy, and who seeks to stir up hatred and opposition 
to them, who appeals to brute force to crush them, and hints in unmis- 
takable terms that their blood alone can wash out their supposed crime, 
— this man surely is intolerant, a bigot. The Pope, as the depositary 
guardian of divine revelation, and, consequently, of truth, condemns 
this intolerant man, and surely Rev. Mr. Bland, " who must speak the 
truth with absolute fearlessness," will join heartily in a condemnation 
so just. One obstacle to the proper understanding of the syllabus 
removed ; for, be it understood, it is intolerance*, not tolerance, which 
the church condemns. But does not the church condemn govern- 
ments and persons who teach that all religions are equally true, equally 
good, and entitled to equal recognition and protection from the state ? 
And, still worse, does she not teach that every one who does not 
belong to her church must go to hell ? The church does certainly 
teach that all religions cannot be equally true. But this is not intol- 
erance. Let us illustrate this point. Rev. Mr. Bland, a Unitarian, 
would consider it the crime of idolatry to give divine worship to 
Christ, who, in his belief, is a mere creature; and I, a Catholic, would 
consider it the greatest possible sin to refuse Christ divine worship, 
as I know Christ to be God. To say that we both have the truth on 
this matter would be as absurd as to say that a thing can be and not 
be at the same time. Rev. Mr. Bland will surely agree with me in 
saying that only one of two contradictory propositions can be true. 
Neither of us can be charged with intolerance for our loyalty to the 
truth as each apprehends it ; we are open to this charge only when 
we attack each other because of this loyalty. It is not a proper func- 
I tion of government to settle these questions; hence every such 
attempt is condemned by the church as an act of usurpation. The 
Catholic doctrine on the relation of the church and the state may be 

8 
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briefly stated in this way : Both the church and the state are supreme 
and independent of each other in the sphere proper to each. The 
authority of both comes from God, — to the church directly, to the 
state indirectly through the medium of the people. The church 
received its authority, in the persons of the apostles, from Christ in 
these ever-memorable words: "As the Father sent me, so also I send 
you ; go, therefore, and teach all nations." The authority of the state 
is implied in man's nature, the work of God, whiqji shows man to be 
a social being, and therefore destined to live in society. The object 
of the civil power is the temporal interests of the people ; that of the 
church, their spiritual and eternal interests. The diurch holds that 
these two powers, emanating from the same source and having in 
view the same object, the interests of the people, were intended by 
their Divine Author to work together in harmony, as twin sisters, one 
supporting the other. To the mind of the church this is the ideal of 
the perfect society ; but she willingly accommodates herself to every 
form of government, and teaches those who acknowledge her author- 
ity to pay loyal obedience, as a duty of conscience, to the constituted 
authorities, be these Catholic, Protestant, or Pagan. She teaches that, 
in countries whose citizens belong to different religions, the state may 
and ought to tolerate and protect each in their respective rights. All 
theologians agree in this : " That any liberties granted by law or treaty 
to other religious communions are always to be observed.'* See, on 
this matter, Devoti Instit. Jur. Can. t. iv. 6; Layman, Theol. Moral, 
ii. 3, 12. 

Yet Rev. Mr. Bland says that, should Catholics ever be in the 
ascendant in this country, they would persecute Protestants and put 
an end to religious liberty ; and, in confirmation of this, he quotes, as 
maintahiing this view, a Catholic paper of St. Louis. It is impossible 
for me to believe, without undoubted proof, that any Catholic could 
be so ignorant and wicked as to make such an assertion. Besides, we 
have some reason to mistrust the reverend gentleman's references. 
However that may be, here is something from the " Civilta Cattolica," 
published in Rome, and the semi-official organ of the Pope, more to 
the point : " When this has happened," — speaking of liberty of worship 
once in existence and sanctioned by law, — '' no one can doubt that 
Catholics, as a body, and governments, and all spiritual or civil au- 
thorities, are bound to respect this right." — Civilta Oattolica, 1864, 
ser. V. vol. x. p. 646. But it is further objected that the church has, 
again and again, condemned those who, in different countries of 
Europe, have been battling for the rights of man under the banner 
of freedom and the rights of conscience. True. But these same men, 
should they attempt to reduce to practice their principles and meas- 
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ures in Massachusetts, would be sent to the state prison. These men, 
in the name of liberty of conscience, confiscate church property, 
imprison bishops and priests, or dictate . to them when, where, and 
Low they shall exercise their ministerial duties; they insist on treat- 
ing the church as a department of civil government, subject in every 
thing and every respect to civil authority. This is the liberty of 
<?onscience which these papal documents condemn, and every liberty- 
loving man in Boston will, if I am not greatly mistaken, say Amen to 
such condemnations. If the reverend gentlemaii reads the " Allocu- 
tion " of Jan. 22, 1855, to which he refers, he will find this to be the 
kind of liberty condemned. As to the charge that the Catholic Church 
teaches that those outside her communion will be damned, I will simply 
say that there is not one word of truth in the charge ; but I cannot 
help adding that it is a pity and a shame that the knowledge of 
the non-CathoUc portion of our citizens, regarding the teachings of the 
church generally, should be so scant as to make it possible for dema- 
gogues to thrive on this ignorance, by slandering the church and 
misrepresenting her teachings. On this matter the church has always 
held that people might live in error of faith, and yet be saved ; that 
they might be in unconscious communion with the true church, al- 
though, through invincible ignorance, they were not in external com- 
munion with it ; that condemnation regards false principles, not the 
persons in error; that, toward these, all the duties of brotherly 
love were to be exercised, and that no Catholic had the smallest right 
to impute guilt to them." This is taught in all our doctrinal books. 
(See Acts II., Plenary Council of Baltimore, chap. 1.) It is also 
clearly and authoritatively set forth in the "Encyclical," 18th August, 
1863, in these words : " It is known to us and to you ^hat those who 
are in invincible ignorance of our most holy religion, but who observe 
carefully the national law and the precepts graven by God on the 
hearts of all men, and who, being disposed to obey God, lead an 
honest ^nd upright life, may, aided by the light of divine grace, attain 
to eternal life; for God, who sees clearly, searches and knows the 
heart, the disposition, the thoughts and intentions of each, in His 
supreme goodness and mercy by no means permits that any one 
suffer eternal punishment who has not of his own iree will fallen into 
sin." And so this charge is disposed of. Thus the teaching and 
practice of the church on the rights of conscience, on tolerance, on 
the supreme authority of the state, and on liberty properly under- 
stood, examined by the light of reason and historical facts, challenge 
the respect and admiration of all fair-minded men, and, surely, should 
be acquitted of the groundless charges made by Rev. Mr. Bland. 
But those concordats with Spain and Ecuador. I know nothing 
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about them. I never saw the documents ; and, as they do not con- 
cern me or my faith, there is no jeason why I should busy myself 
about them. I am as free, in these matters, as the reverend gentle- 
man himself, to criticise, approve, or disapprove. Concordats are not 
articles of faith, they bind t]he parties between whom they are made, 
not the Catholic Church. I have no doubt, however, but that, if we 
knew the peculiar circumstances, the habits, ideas, and general condi- 
tion of the people of those countries, we would find as much wisdom 
in those treaties as political documents usually afford. The people 
of Spain, with the exception of a few thousand, are of one faith, and 
they, perhaps, think it better not to import new elements of discord 
and strife. It may be harrowing to their feelings and humiliating to 
their pride to* be obliged to receive in their midst missionaries who 
come to convert them from idolatry and superstition to the Christian 
faith ; missionaries who will insist on teaching them that the Pope is 
anti-Christ ; that their priests, " mere officers of the Pope, without 
any mind of their own," have only one object in view, — to keep the 
people in ignorance, to delude and hoodwink them generally. The 
government, too, which knows the excitable character of the people, 
may«deem it prudent for peace's sake, if not for the sake of the mis- 
sionary's neck, to postpone his advent until — well, until the people 
become stronger, more enlightened, and able to bear the frill light of 
the Gospel according to the missionary. 

The error of the reverend gentleman in these and similar matters 
arises from the mistaken idea that the Catholic Church may be held 
responsible for, or that it is bound by, the words or acts of the Pope, 
for his political theories or his management in civil affairs ; whereas 
Catholics are ^ free as Rev. Mr. Bland to agree or disagree in these 
matters with the Pope. The reverend gentleman talks as if the mere 
vdll of the Pope in any or every thing were a law binding the con- 
sciences of Catholics ; whereas the Pope himself is bound, as much 
as the humblest Catholic, by the natural law, by the reveale^ law, by 
the teaching of Christ and the Apostles, over which he has no power, 
being simply its custodian, and, when its meaning is in doubt, its 
interpreter. It may not be amiss to say one word more on the sylla- 
bus, simply with a view of helping Rev. Mr. Bland to study and 
interpret it aright. First, as to its history. It is a catalogue of eighty 
erroneous propositions, taken from various authors and writers. 
These propositions are condemned not always in the sense which 
they bear on their face, but in the sense of the authors who main- 
tained them. To understand, therefore, the sense in which they 
were rejected, you must read the encyclicals and other documents 
in which they were originally condemned. Again, many of them, 
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separated from the context whicb, in their original dress, gave them 
a bad meaning, may be capable of a perfectly innocent interpretation. 
Nor are they all against faith. Indeed, to understand these and 
similar ecclesiastical documents, it is necessary to be ^miliar with 
the technical phraseology of the churcn ; at any rate, without this 
knowledge, many errors will certainly be made. The syllabus and 
the encyclical that accompanied it were addressed to the bishops, 
who understood well its meaning. sOne fact may be mentioned here, 
to show the importance of this reflection. Mr. Gladstone, who ^cer- 
tainly in his own department is no mean scholar, was convicted of 
over twenty errors, if I remember rightly, in translating into English 
a few only of the propositions of the syllabus. Be careful, reverend 
sir, not to follow Mr. Gladstone, a wily politician, who wrote his 
criticism of the syllabus while smarting under a political defeat, for 
which he held the Catholics of Great Britain responsible. With this 
admonition, and the hints thrown out above, I advise the reverend 
gentleman once more to read anew those documents, in the confident 
hope that his conscience, better informed, will oblige him to retract 
his groundless charges against the church, and apologize to his Cath- 
olic fellow-citizens for publishing against them slanders so injurious. 

John O'Brien, 

Pastor St, John's Church. 
East Cambridge, January 20. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 27, 1880.] 

A MINISTERIAL CHALLENGE. 

THE GAUNTLET THROWN AT REV. JOHN O'BRIEN'S FEET. — A 

PROPOSITION BY REV. JOHN P. BLAND. 

To the Editor of the Herald: — In your issue of this morning there 
is a second rejoinder from Rev. Mr. O'Brien to my reply to his criti- 
cisms, which I published in your issue of the 7th ult., to which I must 
beg the favor of a brief reply. This second rejoinder of his abounds 
in errors, in misstatements, and in palpable contradictions such as 
no scholar or straightforward and fair-minded person could possibly 
make, — errors, misstatements, and contradictions covering two col- 
umns of your paper, and which it would require at l^|t four more 
to answer. In order, therefore, to give this reverenflpentleman a 
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fair and full opportunity to enlighten us concerning the real nature 
and aims of his church, I hereby invite him to a public discussion of 
the questions at issue, I assuming all necessary expenses, all profits, 
should there be any, to be ^ven to some public charity or beneficent 
institution. The questions at issue between us are concerning the 
attitude of his church toward civil and religious liberty, and concern- 
ing the best form of public education ; and on these questions I am 
prepared to maintain in public discussion the following affirmatives : 
First, **that the JRoman Catholic Church is opposed to both civil and 
religious liberty." Secondly, " that the state should control the edu- 
cation of its children, and that this education should be wholly secu- 
lar and unsectarian." A non-acceptance of this invitation by the 
reverend gentleman both myself and the public will construe as a 
confession of his conscious weakness or incapacity. 

John P. Blaitd. 
Cambbidoe, Mass., Jan. 26. 



[From The Boston Herald, Jan. 28, 1880.] 

REV. MR O'BRIEN AND REV. MR. BLAND. 

To the JEditor of the Herald: — Rev. Mr. Bland's challenge to me in 
to-day's issue of your paper was evidently written under the pressure 
of great excitement. It Would appear that his memory, as well as his 
intellect and conscience, must have suffered a severe shock irom my 
"second rejoinder." He refers to his reply of Dec. 7, 1879, while, in 
fact, it was published a month later, Jan. 7, 1880. The object of his 
challenge, he tells us, is " to give the reverend gentleman," — myself, — 
" a fair and full opportunity to enlighten us concerning the real na- 
ture and aims of his church." Bless the good soul — I have had this 
" fair and full opportunity," thanks to you, Mr. Editor, and there is 
some reason to suspect that the trouble with the reverend gentleman 
now is that I used this opportunity too well, though not so success- 
fully, it would seem, as " to enlighten him," — evidently a hopeless 
undertaking. Whether the use which I made of my opportunity was 
" such as no scholar or straightforward and fair-minded person could 
possibly make," I cheerfully leave to the public to decide, with some 
confidence that they will demand some proof of this besides Rev. 

Mr. Bland's mere assertion. 

John O'Brien, 

Mlfk Pastor of St. John's Church. 

East Camb^Rhb, Jan. 27. 
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[From Thb Boston Herald, Feb. 2, 1880.] 

ROMAN CATHOLICISM. 

ITS OPPOSITION TO CIVIL AND RELIGIOUS LIBERTY.— CITATIONS 
THAT SHOW ITS ATTITUDE. — REV. J. P. BLAND'S REPLY TO 
REV. J. O'BRIEN. 

To the JEditor of the Herald : — In your issue of the 5th instant is 
reported a lecture of mine on " The Public Schools," some criticisms 
on which, from Rev. J. O'Brien, appear in your issue of the 6th, to 
which I replied in your paper of the following day. This reply 
brought two rejoinders from him, that appear in your paper of the 
8th and the 26th, the latter covering two columns. Now, not wishing 
to trespass upon your space, and, thinking it might suit this gentleman 
just as well, I at once invited him, in your next day's issue, to a public 
discussion of the questions at issue, and this invitation, in your col- 
umns of the 28th, he virtually declines. You will, therefore, permit 
me, I trust, to answer his two rejoinders in your paper, which pub- 
lished them. 

In your issue of the 5th I stated that the Roman Catholic Church 
was opposed to both civil and religious liberty ; and this statement 
the reverend gentleman at once denied, saying that his church would 
not " deny or abridge the right of every citizen to worship God 
according to the dictates of his conscience." The following day ap- 
peared my reply, in which, in proof of my position, I referred to the 
Papal Syllabus of March 18, 1861, to the Papal Encyclical of Dec. 8, 
1864, and also to the following attempts to enforce the tyrannical 
principles of these and kindred documents : As against the govern- 
ment of Piedmont on the 22d of January, 1855 ; as against the gov- 
ernment of Austria in an allocution of June 22, 1862, and an ency- 
clical of Sept. 17, 1863. I also stated that his church officially 
demanded the abolition of both civil and religious liberty in Spain, and 
the use of the secular power to enforce these claims in September, 
1 876 ; and that in a concordat concluded by it with the Republic of 
Ecuador, and dated the 22d of April, 1863, his church expressly stip- 
ulates that no religion shall be permitted to exist in Ecuador, save 
its own, nor any society, such as that of the Freemasons, which the 
church has condemned. I further gave, as one of many similar 
though unofficial statements made here, the following quotation 
from a Catholic paper published in St. Louis : " As soon as the Cath- 
olics here have attained a sufficient majority, religious freidom in the 
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United States will have an end." To this reply of mine he has made 
two rejoinders, the first appearing in your issue of the 8th, the 
second in that of the 26th, and to both of which I now answer. In 
doing so, however, I must be excused for passing in silence much of 
a personal and irrelevant nature, which he takes the liberty of intro- 
ducing, — whether, for example, he chooses to say of me, as in his let- 
ter of the 26th, " The more I learn of him the more I am convinced 
that he is, at heart, a good Catholic ; " or, whether, just a dozen lines 
below, he chooses to falsely accuse me of saying that Catholics 
" should be crushed, even as venomous serpents," and then, a little 
further on, expresses doubts as to my moral honesty, and finally con- 
cludes by calling on me to retract my " groundless charges against 
the church, and apologize to his Catholic fellow-citizens for publish- 
ing against them slanders so injurious; " or whether, also, in his note 
of the 27th, because in mine of the 26th I had inadvertently written 
" 7th ult." for 7th inst., he chooses to accuse me with having " evi- 
dently written under the pressure of great excitement," of having 
**8ufiered a severe shock" from his "second rejoinder," both in "in- 
tellect and conscience," and then proceeds to exaggerate, if not fal- 
sify, my inadvertence of " 7th ult." for 7th inst., by saying that I refer 
to a " reply of Dec. 7, 1879, while in fact, it was published a month 
later, Jan. 7th, 1880." All things such as the above, together with 
his " Bless his good soul," &c.j &q, ; all these things I say, savoring, 
as they do, of sentimental slush, personal slander, verbal quibbling, 
and clownish vulgarity, I must be excused from further noticing. 
I leave them to whosoever may find them congenial, and shall keep 
to matters of more real and more serious import. 

How, then, stands the issue as between my reply in your issue of 
the 7th, and his two rejoinders in your issues of the 8th and the 
26th ? Let us examine. In his first rejoinder he refers to my ** for- 
midable array of syllabuses, encyclicals, allocutions, and concordats," 
to prove my position ; and proceeds to say that " from some knowl- 
edge of most of these dociynents, which now lie before me" (the italics 
are mine), that they have nothing to do with the question. " Now, I had 
referred, in all, to six documents, and directly and by name only to 
five, namely: ThePapalSyllabusof March 18, 1861; the Papal Ency- 
clical of Dec. 8, 1864; the Papal Allocution of June 22, 1862; Papal 
Encyclical of Sept. 17, 1863; Papal Concordat of April 22, 1863, and 
" most of these, " in your issue of the 8th, he says, " now lie before 
me." 

Now, in your issue of the 26th appears his " second rejoinder," in 
which he SLftaia refers to the above-named documents, "mo5t" of 
which, he UrL previously said, " now lie before me," and what did he 
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say? I will quote Mm verbatim. Referring to myself, he writes as 
follows : « He says that the syllabus was published March 18, 1861, 
whereas it was published Deo. 8, 1864. He refers me to an allocu- 
tion of Jan. 22, 1855, and not one word relating to our subject can be 
found in the document. He alludes to an allocution, June 22, 1862, 
against Austria, and no such document exists. He sends me hunting 
up an encyclical, Sept. 17, 1863, also against Austria, and there is no 
such document." And further on in this letter, alluding to my refer- . 
ence to the Papal Concordat with Ecuador of April 22, 1868 (which 
he erroneously couples with some supposed and imaginary concordat 
with Spain, of which I neither know nor have said anything), he 
says: ^^But these concordats with Spain and Ecuador — I know 
nothing of them.'' Now, then^ comparing these two rejoinders of 
his, — the one of the 8th and the other of the 26th, —- what do we 
find? We find this: That of the five documents which I directly 
referred to, and ^ most " of which, in your issue of the 8th, he tells 
us, ^now lie before me;" in your issue of the 26th, he plainly tells us 
two of them — ^^the two against Austria — do not exist; and that one 
more — the one concerning Ecuador — he knows ^ nothing about." 
Now, my friend, in so far as I can fairly and in all honesty of pur- 
pose judge, one of the above statements of yours must be false, is 
false; which of them is it? During this discussion you have fre- 
quently and causelessly, directly and by implication, called me many 
hard names, such as '^ lying witness," *' ignorant demagogue," &c 
The above facts would most clearly justify me in throwing back 
the most ofiensive of your epithets, so freely hurled at myself. I de- 
cline, however, to do anything of this nature, and would simply ask 
you, in all Christian kindness and charity, to explain the above con- 
tradictory statements of yours ; and I beg sincerely to assure you 
that, if you can do so, no one will be more gratified than myself. 

I now come to the treatment of the actual facts in regard to this 
gentleman's charges against me on this subject. He first charges me 
with erroneously saying that the syllabus was issued March 18, 1861, 
instead of on Dec. 8, 1864. This is mere cavilling, as syllabuses were 
put forth on both of the above dates ; and I purposely referred to the 
syllabus of 1861, knowing, of course, full well of the existence of the 
other of 1864, and, indeed, specifically citing it in the very same line 
in which I cite that of 1861. For proof concerning the existence of 
this Syllabus of 1861, 1 refer all interested to Gladstone's ^^Rome, and 
the Newest Fashions in Religion ; " article, " The Vatican Decrees," 
p. 15. It is also referred to by the Pope himself in his Syllabus of 
1864, in its 80th and last proposition, as may be seen by reference to 
Sch^'s ^ Creeds of Christendom," vol ii. p. 233 ; or to any standard 
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book containing the Syllabus of 1864 in full. His next statement to 
the effect that the Papal Allocution of Jan. 22, 1855, had no bearing 
upon the question at issue between us, is equally incorrect, and, to the 
general reader, this can easily be proved by referring him to Glad- 
stone's article on " Vaticanism," in his afore-mentioned work, p. 63, 
where Gladstone cites it for the same and sole purpose which I cited 
it, namely, in proof of his assertion that the Roman Catholic Church 
is opposed to civil and religious liberty. His next statement, to the 
effect that the Allocution of June 22, 1862, against Austria, did not 
exist, is also, to the best of my knowledge, incorrect ; and I write 
advisedly when I say that the only question which can possibly be 
raised here is merely one as to the correctness of the date of this allo- 
cution, and in nowise affecting the substance thereof; and the date, 
as hereafter appears, I take from Gladstone. Indeed, this allocution 
is not only cited in his article on " Vaticanism," p. 64, but Mr. Glad- 
stone gives, in addition, a very characteristic quotation from it, run- 
ning as follows : ^' On the 22d of June, 1862, in another allocution, Pius 
IX. recited the provisions of an Austrian law of the previous De- 
cember, which established freedom of opinion, of the press, of belief, 
of conscience, of science, of education, and of religious profession, 
and which regulated matrimonial jurisdiction and other matters. The 
whole of these ' abominable ' laws ' have been and shall be totally void, 
and without all force whatsoever.' " The concordat of Ecuador, of 
which he says he knows " nothing about," he will find quoted in Lave- 
leye's " Protestantism and Catholicism," p. 71, and my newspaper 
reference, whose existence he professes to so seriously doubt, he will 
find in « The Shepherd of the Valley" of Nov. 23, 1851, a Catholic 
paper published in St. Louis up to 1854. But why does this gentle- 
man profess to have such grave doubts as to the existence in any 
Catholic paper of the quotation I gave, and why does he refer to its 
possible author as "ignorant and wicked"? This passage simply 
denies the right of religious liberty, and asserts the supremacy of the . 
church over the state ; and, if this gentleman desires it and you will 
permit, I will engage to fill a whole column of your paper, at any 
time, with quotations of a similar nature from the leading American 
Catholic divines and journals. This professed incredulity of the 
gentleman is certainly either the expression of ignorance or something 
worse, as the following, from a hundred similar passages I can give, 
will prove. Here is one from the best known of American Catholic 
controversialists, Brownson : " The people need governing, and must 
be governed. . . . They must have a master. ... In this sense we 
wish this country to come under the Pope of Rome. . . . They may 
flare up as much as they please, and write as many alarming and 
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abusive editorials as they choose or can find time and space to do — 
they will not move us or relieve themselves from the obligation 
Almighty God has placed them under of obeying the authority of the 
Catholic Church, Pope and all." — Brownson's Essays, pp. 380-383. 
To sentiments such as these an enthusiastic Catholic responds in a 
Baltimore paper as follows : " I say, with Brownson, that if the church 
should declare that the constitution and very existence of this or any 
other country should be extinguished, it is a solemn ordinance of God 
himself, and every good Catholic would be bound, under the penalty 
of the terrible punishment pronounced against the disobedient, to 
obey." Here is another quotation from that leading Catholic organ, the 
" Catholic World " : " The church is instituted, as every Catholic who 
understands his religion believes, to guard and defencj the rights of God 
on earth against any and every enemy, at all times and in all places. 
She therefore does not and cannot accept, or in any degree favor, 
liberty in the Protestant sense of liberty." — OathoUc World, April, 
1870. This gentleman quotes the "Civilta Cattolica," the "semi- 
official organ of the Pope," as if it were in favor of liberty. Here is 
a quotation from that organ which is more t<f the purpose : " What, 
then, are the limits of the church's means? There are none, except 
the limits of human power and of the divine assistance. ... As 
the church commands the spiritual part of man directly, she therefore 
commands the whole man." This gentleman quotes Aquinas in sup- 
port of the rights of conscience. Let him hear what Aquinas has to 
say, on the other hand, about the rights of the church, as quoted by 
one of the very ablest of all Catholic theologians and scholars, Bellar- 
mino : " The Pope, by divine right, hath spiritual and temporal power, 
as supreme king of the world, that he can impose taxes oh all Chris- 
tians, and destroy towns and castles, for the preservation of Chris- 
tianity." 

But why does this gentleman cite Aquinas and other Catholic 
theologians in support of his position ? He must know, just as well 
as every ordinarily informed person knows, that all such testimony is 
of but the slightest value in deciding the question in dispute. What 
is that question ? It is concerning the attitude of his church toward 
civil and religious liberty. How is this question to be decided ? By 
appealing to Catholic theologians or " semi-official" Catholic organs? 
No. Though, if the gentleman carries the question to such a court, 
the verdict stands recorded overwhelmingly against him. What, 
then, is the court of appeal, to which this question should be referred, 
and the only one which is either authorized or competent to render a 
decision ? It is the official declarations of the Popes, and the decrees 
of the church's oecumenical councils. And this gentleman ignores 
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the common intelligence of our people by appealing to any other tri- 
bunal, save these, and the acts which these have authorized or coun- 
tenanced. What, then, is the verdict which these render upon the 
question in dispute ? It is this. The official declarations of the Popes 
and the authoritative decrees of the church's oecumenical councils for 
over a thousand years uniformly condemn both civil and religious 
liberty ; and I hereby invite him to produce a single passage from 
the published records of either which is in favor of civil and religious 
liberty ; from the epistle of Pope Gregory II. to the Emperor Leo, to 
the last oecumenical council begun in 1869. While, on the other 
hand, any scholar can fill volumes with declarations and decrees of a 
contrary nature ; declarations and decrees that have not been dead 
letters, as the burning, racking, and torturing of hundreds of thou- 
sands of heretics too painftilly and too plainly testify. If thb church 
is in favor of civil and religious liberty, what means its condemnation 
of these things in the Papal Syllabus of 1864? What means the fol- 
lowing sentence, which is part of the official oath which has been 
taken by every Catholic bishop in our land? " Heretics, schismatics, 
and rebels to our said Lord, or his aforesaid succeissors, I will to my 
utmost persecute and oppose." What means the church's stipulation 
that these things shall not exist, as in its treaty with Ecuador ? What 
means its stamping of these things out in Spain so late as 1876 ? 
The Roman Catholic Church, say you, is in &.vor of civil and religious 
liberty ? Every page of her history, my friend, gives you the lie ; 
and I will conclude this already too-long letter by citing for you the 
confirmatory testimony of the two ablest living statesmen in the 
countries to which they respectively belong, — Gladstone and Caste- 
lar. Here is the testimony of Gladstone, the Sumner of English 
statesmen, and is to be found in his article on '^ The Vatican Decrees," 
p. 31. He is writing of the Roman Catholic Church and its attitude 
toward civil and religious liberty during (he pontificate of Pius IX., 
and says that during that time it ^ has condemned free speech, free 
writing, a free press, toleration of nonconformity, liberty of conscience, 
the study of civil and philosophic matters in independence of the 
ecclesiastical authority, marriage unless sacramentally contracted^ 
and the definition by the state of the civil rights (Jura) of the 
church," and '* has demanded for the church, therefore, the title to 
define its own civil rights, together with a divine right to civil immu- 
nities and a right to use physical force." Now, let us hear the testi- 
mony of Castelar, the scholarly representative of the now church- 
crushed republican spirit in Spain. He is addressing the Spanish 
Cortes in 1869, and these are his translated words : '' There is not a 
single progressive principle which has not been cursed by the Catho- 
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lie Church. This is true of England and Germany as well as of 
Catholio countries. . . . Not a constitution has been bom, not a 
single progress made, not a solitary reform effected, which has not 
been under the terrible anathemas of the church.^ Now, my friend, 
in face of all the above testimony; in face, also, of a column of ex- 
tracts from the official declarations of your church, and the authori- 
tative decrees of its oecumenical councils, condemning, expressly and 
universally, both civil and religious liberty, and which I am prepared 
to furnish at any time, and could as easily furnish a volume of such ; 
in face, I say, of these things, what becomes of your statement, that 
your church would not ^ deny or abridge the right of every citizen 
to worship God according to the dictates of his conscience.'^ 

John P. Bland. 
Cambbidob, Mass., Jan. 81, 1880. ^ 
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